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STATE OF CALIFORNIA SCH No. 2004082022

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 04.-SCL— 152 PM 6.1/6.7
EA 04-448800 -

NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Puisuant to: Division 13, Public Resources Code )

Description:

The Califormia Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to replace the existing
scour damaged Uvas Creek Bridge (Bridge number 37-47) on Route 152 west of the City
of Gilroy in Santa Clara County California. The new bridge will be located immediately
north of the existing bridge, which would be demolished. To accommodate the highway
realignment, a soil nail wall approximately130-m (150-yd) long with an average height of
6-m (19.7-ft) will be constructed immediately east of the new bridge along the north side
of Route 152 beginning at the Burchell Road intersection. Other improvements include a
left-turn lane, wider shounlders, upgraded bridge rails, and metal beam guardrails.

Determination: _

An Initial Study has been prepared by the Califomia Department of Transportation
(Department), District 4 (Oakland). On the basis of this study it is determined that the
proposed action will not have a significant effect on the environment for the following

. Ieasons:

The proposed project would have no effect or no significant effect in the following
environmental areas: aesthetics, agriculture resources, cultural resources, land use and
planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation,
utilities and service systems. In addition standard Caltrans construction and contract
management practices are sufficient to prechude significant impacts in the following
environmental areas: air guality, biological resources, geology and soils, hazards and
lazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation.
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Chapter 1 Proposed Project

1.1  Project Characteristics

1.1.1 Purpose and Need

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to replace the scour-
damaged Uvas Creek Bridge (number 37-47) on Route 152 west of the City of Gilroy
in Santa Clara County California. The new 3-lane bridge will be located adjacent to
the existing 2-lane bridge, which will be demolished. It will consist of continuous
reinforced concrete (RC) or precast/prestressed concrete girders resting on two
diaphragm abutments with one RC pier in the middle. The existing roadway will be
realigned t0 connect to the new bridge.

Caltrans is considering two possible bridge alignments: immediately north of the
existing bridge or immediately to the south. From a design perspective, the principal
difference between them is how Route 152 will be realigned to connect with the new
bridge to the east of Uvas Creek near the Burchell Road intersection. If a northern
alignment is selected, a soil nail wall’ approximately130-m (150-yd) long with an
average height of 6-m (19.7-ft) will.be constructed along the north side of the
highway. If a southern alignment is selected, it will be necessary to remove part of a
historically significant Deodar Cedar tree-row that lines the south side of the
roadway. In this case a guardrail will be provided to minimize the number of trees
taken. Replacement landscaping will also be installed to complement those
remaining. Under both altematives, other roadside areas will be restored to match
existing conditions with indigenous planting on slopes and new metal beam
guardrails in essentially the same relative locations as the existing ones. Fig_ufe 1is
an area map with the project location indicated. S

The need for this project arises from the fact that the existing ‘bn'dge has experienced
scour damage and must therefore be either be repaired or replaced. Scour is the
removal of earth supporting the bridge foundation caused by water turbulence. -

'A soil nail wall is similar to a conventional retaining wall in that it stabilizes a slope to prevent
erosion. However rather than being vertical, it is sloped toward the hill to take advantage of the:
retained earth’s structural characteristics. Compared to a conventional retaining wall, the soil nail
technique is less costly and more aesthetically pleasing.

Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement ' 1



Chapter 1: Proposed Project

Figure 1: Project Vicinity Map
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Chapter 1: Proposed Project

Originally constructed in 1957, the existing reinforced concrete bridge has four spans,
which means there are three piers in the waterway that are potentially subject to scour
damage. Steel piles for two of these are currently exposed approximately one meter
below the pile cap. '

Known locally as the Hecker Pass Highway, Route 152 traverses the Coastal
Mountain Range connecting Route 101 in the City of Gilroy with Route 1 in the City
of Watsonville through Hecker Pass. The average daily traffic (ADT) is currently
2,852 vehicles per day, of which approximately 24.9% is trucks. In the three-year
period ending May 2003, there were 10 accidents on the highway segment that
includes the bridge.

Hecker Pass Highway is a major east west highway in the City of Gilroy’s circulation
system. lt is the primary means to enter the City from properties west of Uvas Creek.
An important local street, Burchell Drive, intersects Route 152 immediately east of
the bridge. The main entrance to a privately owned theme park, Bonfante Garderns,
is located approximately 100 yards west of the bridge. Blockages can occur on the
mainline because the bridge is too narrow to accommodate left-turn traffic.

The City’s recently adopted Hecker Pass Specific Plan retains Route 152 as a two-
lane highway and establishes a priority to maintain its “rural character and scenic
qualities”. The Deodar Cedar tree row immediately east of the bridge on the south
side of the roadway within the highway right-of-way has been classified in the plan as
a scenic resource. The plan also proposes to accommodate increased vehicle travel
demand on Route 152 by intersection improvements, which make better use of
_existing through capacity, rather than adding extra lanes (Gilroy 2005, Section 4.4).

The project is intended to achieve the following objectives:

 Mitigate scour damage: The goal is to correct the scour damage problem at the
Uvas Creek Bridge, both immediately and long term.

e Improve operating efficiency: Highway design standards have changed since the
Uvas Creek Bridge was constructed in 1957. Achieving current standards would be
beneficial from the point of view of highway operations, maintenance and safety. -

This project is on the candidate list for the State Highway Operation and Protection
Program (SHOPP) and is to be funded by the SHOPP Bn'dgé Preservation Program.
The estimated total project cost is $4-2 $8.1million for the northern alignment and
$3.2. $7.0 million for the southern alignment

Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement




Chapter 1: Proposed Project

1.1.2 Project Description

The project would construct a new bridge on one of two possible new roadway

. alignments, 1.e.-immediately north of the existing bridge or immediately to the south.
Characteristics of the bridge and each alignment alternative are separately discussed
below.

1.1.2.1 Bridge Characteristics

The new bridge will have two 3.6-meter (m)(12-foot (ft)) through travel lanes and a
3.6-m (12-fi) left turn pocket. The existing bridge has only two 3.2-m (10.6-ff)
through lanes and a narrower shoulder. Figure 2 is a comparison of existing and
proposed new facilities. Figure 3 is a typical bridge cross section. The roadway will
be supported by continuous reinforced concrete (RC) girders or precast/prestressed
concrete girders resting on two diaphragm abutments with one RC pier in the middle.
Continuous girders, if used, would be constructed on-site. Precast girders would be
transported to the site. In either case, on-site work will be confined to areas that are
not environmentally sensitive except as described below. Compared to the existing
bridge, the new one will be less susceptible to scour damage because there will be
only one pier foundation in the waterway, not three.

Figure 2: Uvas Creek Bridge Characteristics Comparison

Feature Existing Proposed

Through lanes 2 2

Left turn pocket No Yes (3.6m)

Lane width 3.2m 3.6m

Paved shoulder width (average) 20m 24m

Paving material AC AC

Bridge rail Metal beam, Concrete*
2’ high 5’ high

Spans 4 2

Pier foundations 3 1

Width (maximum) 10.52 m 16.60 m

KEY': AC = asphalt concrete,

* The rail will consist of a “Type 732" concrete barrier about 3 feet high with 2-foot handrails.

The project will be completed over a two-year period. Construction will be
accomplished in the first year and demolition of the existing bridge in the second. All
work within the creek-bed or other sensitive areas will be take place between June 15
and October 15 of each year to minimize impact on the natural environment.

1.1.3 Construction Activities Common to Both Alignmént Options

In addition to constructing the new bridge, certain construction activities are directly
related to installing it at a new location. These are described below. The exact
location and amount of disturbed land area will vary depending on which alignment

4 Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement



Chapter 1: Proposed Prqiect

alternative is selected. However, the environmental effects of these changes are

considered the same for purposes of determining significance under CEQA.

* Temporary access road construction: Two unpaved temporary construction
access routes will be established within the Uvas Creek-bed. One will extend from
Burchell Drive to the east bank of Uvas Creek. The other will parallel Route-152
and end at the west bank. The access roads will be located no more than 6-m (20-ft)
north or south of the new bridge footprint. Much of the land area distarbed will
ultimately become the new bridge approaches.

Figure 3: Typical Bridge Cross Section
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. Coﬂ_'erd‘am and diversion channel construction: A cofferdam and stream
diversion channel will be constructed to exclude water from work areas during
bridge construction and demolition. It will be assembled and removed in each of
the two construction seasons.- The total area of the cofferdam during both years of
construction will be approximately 407 m’ (4,380.91 ). It will be constructed 2-m
(6.6-ft) beyond the north and south edges of the work area. The water barriers will
be connected by an approximately 24-m (78.7-1t) plastic lined temporary channel
positioned approximately 2.5-m (8.2-ft) on either side of the Uvas Creck thalweg,
which is a line defining the lowest points of the existing waterway. The channel

will be designed both to accommodate the maximum expected water volume and
meet requirements for unrestricted wildlife passage, which are a minimum depth of

Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement 5



Chapter 1: Proposed Project

10.2 cm (4 in) and a maximum flow velocity of 5.9—feét per second (fps). A

The U-shaped diversion channel will be made of K-rails lined with heavy ga;ugé .

plastic sheeting that will be secured in place with sandbags on both sides of each K-

rail. A platform will be suspended above the top of the creek diversion to prevent
construction debris from entering the open channel. The suspended platforms will

allow natural light into the open diversion to encourage fish passage, vet shade the

channel throughout the day, keepin g water temperatures cool. Environmentally
Sensitive Area (ESA) fencing will be installed along the length of the channel’s K-
rail to prevent construction personnel and equipment from entering the active water

diversion channel.

¢ Roadway realignment: The new bridge will be connected to the existing
highway by two new triangular highway segments constructed either north or south
of the existing highway depending on which alternative is selected. If the northern
alignment is selected, it would also be necessary to cut the slope and install a soil
nail wall along the north side of Route 152 beginning at Burchell Drive. If the
southern alignment is selected, the connecting roadway would be constructed on fill
and it would be necessary to remove 15 mature Deodar Cedar trees of historic
importance. The soil nail wall and tree removal issues are further discussed below.
Under either alternative the connecting roadway to the west of Uvas Creek will be
constructed on fill. ‘

Once the new bridge is in use, unused old paving will be removed, the shoulder will
be re-graded and new metal beam guardrails will be installed at the same locations
relative to the roadway as at present. The new highway shoulders will have a
maximum downward slope ratio of 4 to 1 and will be planted with indigenous
vegetation to control erosion.

o Demolition: The existing bridge will be demolished in the second project year
during the summer months, from June 15 through October 15. Prior to removing
the bridge deck, a temporary falsework platform will be constructed immediately
beneath it. The existing bridge deck, girders, overhangs and tops of the abutments
will then be demolished beginning in the middle of the bridge span and working ”
outwards. Then the falsework platform will be removed and the remaining portions
of the bridge abutments, pier walls and pile caps will be cut down to 0.91-m (3-ft)
below grade. Access to the creek bed for demolition will be provided within the

6 Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement



Chapter 1: Proposed Praoject

footprint of the existing bridge and via the construction access routes established a

year earlier for constructing the new bridge.

1.1.4 The Northern Alignment _
This altemative would construct a new bﬁdge approximately 3-m (9.8—ﬂ.) upstream
and to the north of the existing one. The principal difference between the northern
and southern alignments is how the new bridge would connect to the existing
highway on the east side of the new bridge. A southern alignment would require
removal of 15 historic Deodar Cedar trees. A northern alignment would require
construction of a soil nail wall to retain and stabilize the slope to the north of Route
152 east of the new bridge. Construction features unique to the northem alignment
are described below. ’

e Tree Removal: Removal of 109 mature trees will be required along the north side
of the roadway outside the riparian area. Of this total, 53 are Deodar Cedars with no
historic importance. The remaining 56 are native oaks, many of which are focated

east of the bridge in the vicinity of the proposed soil nail wall.

¢ Soil nail wall construction: A soil nail wall approximatelyl30-m (150-yd) long
with an average height of 6-m (19.7-ft) will be constructed immediately east of the
new bridge along the north side Route 152 beginning at the Burchell Road
intersection. The purpose of the wall is to reduce the amount of land acquisition and
grading required for the bridge approach. The wall will be built using the soil nail
construction technique, which allows many finished surface options for the finished
concrete wall surface. It will be aesthetically treated with color and texture to
compliment existing conditions.

1.1.5 The Southern Alignment

This alternative would construct a new bridge 2-m (6.6-ft) downstream and to the
south of the existing one. Construction features unique to the southern alignment are
described below.

e Tree removal: This alternative will require removal of 15 of the 115 mature
Deodar Cedar trees lining the south side of Route 152 east of the bridge. This tree
row has been determined to be historically important. Their removal is necessary to
meet current minimum safety recovery zone requirements, which are 12-meters
(39.36-feet) from edge of pavement to the nearest fixed obstacle.

A combined total of 59 mature trees will be removed along the south side of the
roadway outside the riparian area. This includes the 15 Deodar Cedars mentioned
above, 12 other Deodars located west of the bridge, and 32 native oaks.

" Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement



Chapter 1: Proposed Project

e Guardrail installation: To improve safety and minimize the number of trees
removed, a new guardrail will be installed east of the new bridge along the highway
‘segment bordered by the Deodar Cedar trees. This will reduce the number of trees
removed by 9, from 24 to 15. The new guardrail will begin near the sixteenth tree
in the existing tree-row and extend for 142-m. (152-yd.). West of the new bridge,

~ guardrails will be re-installed at the same locations relative to the bridge as at
present. '

' Replacement Planting: The new shoulder adjacent to the tree row (where the 15
cedars are proposed to be removed) would either be replanted with shrubs or with
24-inch box Cedars, if sufficient right-of- way exists. If not, shrub species similar
to the following would be planted: Ceanothus species (Blue Blossom), Rhamnus
(Coffeberry), Eriogonum (Buckwheat) and/or Romneya (Matilija Poppy). Other -
new shoulder segments will be planted and provided with drainage in accordance
with best management practices for water quality protection.

1.1.6 Right of Way

Both alternatives will require nght-of-way acquisition. The northemn alignment
would involve permanent acquisiﬁon of approximately 1.14-acres (ac) (0.46-hectare
(ha)) of new right-of-way located east of the bridge near the soil nail wall. For the
southern alignment, three narrow strips of land with a combined total area of
approximately 0.74-acres (0.3-hectare) would be permanently acquired. They are
located on both sides of the road to the east of the bridge and on the north side only to
the west. In addition three temporary easements totaling approximately 0.70-ac
(0.28-ha) will be obtained in these same general areas for use during construction.

No homes or businesses will be displaced under either alternative.

1.2 Project Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn

In addition to the alternatives described above, Caltrans initially considered two
others: a repair only alternative and reconstructing the bridge at its current location.
These are described below.

1.2.1 Reconstruction

‘In developing the preferred study alternatives, Caltrans initially considered three
possible new bridge locations: the northern alignment, the southern alignment and
reconstruction in-place. Unlike the other alternatives, in-place reconstruction would
require continuous traffic control and re-routing during construction. The new bridge
would essentially be constructed and the old bridge demolished one-half at a time.
Temporary controlled access would be maintained on either the old bridge or a
recently completed portion of the new bridge.

8 Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement



Chapfer 1: Proposed Project

This alternative was not evaluated in detail due to the high public inconvenience costs
and related complications associated with maintaining traffic circulation during
construction. Reconstructing at the current location would also take three or more
construction seasons to complete, rather than two. It would also require removal of
some, though fewer, Deodar Cedar trees and/or construction of a smaller soil nail
wall because roadside safety clearance distances have increased since the existing
bridge was built and the new bridge would be wider.

1.2.2 The Repair Only or “No Build” Alternative _
Environmental law requires identification of a no build alternative to use as a baseline
for evaluation of construction alternatives. If a new bridge is not constructed, the
existing Uvas Creek Bridge would remain in place, the project objectives noted above
would not be met and the need to correct the scour damage problem would continue
to exist. According to the bridge inspection report (Caltrans 2002), this could be
accomplished by either replacing the existing bridge piers or retrofitting their
foundations. These options were not explored in detail because they are costly and
would not yield any additional benefits in terms of improved highway operations or
safety. Because the Uvas Creek-bed would still be disturbed, a repair-only project
would have roughly the same temporary water quality and biological impacts as the
proposed project. Over time there would be a greater disruption of riparian habitat
because three bridge pier foundations, rather than one, would remain in the waterway.

Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement



Chapter 1: Proposed Project

1.3

Permits and Approvals Needed

Figure 4 summarizes environmental permits and approvals applicable to this project.

Figure 4: Required Permits or Approvals

of non-stonm water containing sediment as the only pollutant, are
allowed to be discharged under the NPDES Statewide Permit for
Caltrans. Examples of the later are groundwater, water from
cofferdams, water diversions, etc. The definition of a minor
discharge in Region 3 is less than 0.25 mgd and 4 months
duration. A major discharge of non-storm water, or storm water
or non-storm water discharges containing pollutants other than
sediment, require a site-specific dewatering permit from the
RWQCB.

Permit or Approval Administering Agency Authority

Nationwide Pexmit (NWP) 14 (Linear Transportation Projects) & |U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  |Fedexal Clean Water Act
NWP 33 (Temporary Construction, Access, and Dewatering): (ACOE) (Section 404)

Controls project impacts on waters of the U.S, including -

wetlands.

Section 401 Certification: Certification by the RWQCB tothe  |Central Coast Regional Water Federal Clean Water Act
ACOE and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sesvice that a Section 404 Quality Control Board (Section 401)

mitigation plan conforms to applicable Section 401 water quality |(RWQCB), Region #3

standards

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) State Water Resources Federal Clean Water Act
permit # 99-06-DWQ, CAS000003: Assures that completed Control Board {(SWRCB) (Section 402)

project meets applicable water quality standards for drainage and

run-off.

NPDES permit #99-08-DWQ, CAS000002 (Storm Water

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)): Requires measures to

reduce discharge of pollutants from the project site during

construction.

NPDES Permitting Requirements for Dewatering Discharges: RWQCB, Region #3 Federal Clean Water Act
Discharges consisting solely of storm water or minor discharges {Section 402)

"Section 601" Streambed Alteration agreement; "Section 2080"
agreement for threatened and endangered species.

Califomia Department of Fish
and Game :

Califomia Public Resources
Code

A permit is required for any work within 50 feet of the top
of the Uvas Creek bank.

Santa Clara Valley Water
District

District Ordinance 83-2

10
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Chapter 2 Affected Environment,
- Environmental Consequences,
and Avoidance, Minimization
and/or Mitigation Measures

21 Overview

This chapter presents the result of Caltrans’ analysis of environmental issues relevant to
this project. The following topics are discussed: aesthetics, cultural resources, water
quality, storm water run-off, and biology. These topics were identified by completing the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) checklist, which appears in Appcndix A.
In addition to information presented here, this analysis is also based on supporting
technical studies and other reference materials not attached to this document. A list of
these appears in Chapter 5. They are available for examination and copying at the
following address: California Department of Transportation, District 4, Office of
Environmental Planning, 111 Grand Avenue, Oakland California, 94623-0660; telephone
(510) 286-6214 (Voice), or use the California Relay Service TTY number, 1-887-735-
2929. The Visual Impact Assessment and some of the documents listed in Chapter 5 may
also be viewed at the following web address, where an electronic version of this
document is also posted: www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm

2.1.1 Resource Areas with no Adverse Impacts

Completing the CEQA checklist is part of the initial project screening whereby qualified
Caltrans staff assess the likelihood of adverse environmental impacts based on general
knowledge of both the project and its environmental setting. The initial screening
resulted in a finding that there is no potential for adverse project impacts in the following
CEQA checklist subject areas: agriculture, air quality, geology and soils, hazards and
hazardous materials, hydrology, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, public
utilities and services, recreation, transportation and traffic. In addition the project will
have no adverse effects that would trigger a mandatory finding of significance under
CEQA. Figure S states the reason(s) for the “no adverse impact” determination in these
areas. The remainder of this chapter covers environmental issues that were determined to
require further consideration. | '
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Figure 5: No Adverse Impact Determinations Summary

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES
The project will neither convert farmland to non-agricultural use nor conflict with current open space
or agriculture land use designations.

AIR QUALITY

The completed project will not violate any air quality standard, expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations, or otherwise conflict with the air quality plan. Standard construction
management practices are adequate to prevent adverse air quality impacts during construction.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Because the Bay Area is seismically active, Caltrans routinely conducts detailed geotechnical studies
and develops project specific construction features to minimize seismic risks. Project level seismic
analysis includes a preliminary geotechnical report to determine soil conditions and local earthquake
fault characteristics; and a design report recommending protective measures to be incorporated into
final project design. Design recommendations are prepared in accordance with the following
document: California Division of Mines and Geology Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating
Seismic Hazards.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ]

The project will not result in any increased hazards or hazardous matenials risks after construction.
During the design phase of project development, once the exact location of the bridge and land to be
excavated is known, detailed soil and asbestos surveys will be conducted by the Caltrans Office of
Environmental Engineering. Any hazardous materials found will be encased or disposed of in
accordance with applicable federal and state regulations: :

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

| The project will not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. It will not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or alter existing drainage patterns.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Both alignment options are consistent with the City of Gilroy’s Hecker Pass Specific Plan in that they
support the plan’s objectives of retaining Route 152 as a two-lane highway and maintaining its rral
character and scenic qualities (Gilroy 2005, Section 4.4). They differ in their impact on the Deodar
Cedar tree-row, which is identified as a scenic resource in the plan. This topic is discussed in the visual
impacts and cultural resources sections of this document. In other respects the two alignment options
are considered neutral from a land use and planning perspective. They would continne the current
highway use at essentially the same service level, although with increased safety and reliability. They
would not involve acquisition of residential or commercial structures and will not alter community
interaction patterns.

MINERAL RESOURCES

The project does not conflict with resource recovery plans or operations in the vicinity.

NOISE

The project will not cause or contribute to a substantial long-term increase in noise or ground vibration
|levels because there will be no increase in through traffic capacity. Standard construction
management practices are adequate to prevent adverse noise impacts during construction.

POPULATION AND HOUSING
The project will not induce unplanned population growth, either directly or indirectly. Existing
housing and businesses will not be displaced.

12 Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement
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Figure 5: No Adverse Impact Determinations Summary

PUBLIC SERVICES

The project will not affect provision of existing public services or measurably increase the need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for any public service. Standard Department
management practices will preclude substantial adverse impacts during construction.

RECREATION

The project will not directly or indirectly reduce the recreational value of any public or private
properties.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

The project will not.cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the traffic load and
capacity of the existing highway. 1t does not conflict with plans, or programs for bicycling or other
alternative transportation means. ’

UTILITIES AND SERVICES

Existing utilities and services will not be interrupted by construction and will be restored to pre-
existing conditions or better afterwards. Standard Caltrans procedures for coordinating temporary
service disruptions during construction are considered adequate for this project.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

The project replaces an existing damaged facility, does not substantially increase existing highway
capacity, is consistent with the adopted regional transportation plan, and includes preventive measures
to preclude environmental damage during construction. The project, therefore, will not degrade the
quality of the environment. It will not cause or contribute to adverse cumulative environmental
impacts or cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

2.2 Visual/Aesthetics

Caltrans completed a visual impact assessment and technical report for this project
(Caltrans 2005B). Its purpose is to evaluate project impacts on scenic and other visual
resources and identify means to maintain or improve visual quality through project
design. This section summarizes information contained in that document.

2.2.1 Regulatory Setting

CEQA establishes that it is the policy of the state to take all necessary action to provide
the people of the state “with...enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic and historic
environmental qualities.” [CA Public Resources Code Section 21001(b)]. Caltrans
environmental policy (DP-04) states that the Department will a) protect and enhance the
environment and quality of life in accordance with the environmental, economic and
social goals of California, b) seek to. minimize the environmental impacts of
transportation improvements, and c) cooperate with other stakeholders in doing so.

2.2.2 Affected Environment
-The project area is a single highway landscape unit for visual impact analysis purposes.
Typical views are flat topography, occasional vistas of distant grass-covered hillsides
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................................

dotted with native oak and conifer trees, private nurseries, a recreational facility
(Bonfante Gardens) and close-up views of mature Deodar Cedar (Cedrus Deodara) trees
lining the roadway. The general landform and vegetative cover are visually consistent
throughout the project area’s approximately 0.9-kilometer (0.6-mile) length. The
landscape has a predominantly rural character with relatively low levels of development.
Visual quality is moderate-high, meaning that, although there are no exceptional
components, the viewshed as a whole is a unified, intact and vivid embodiment of a rural
setting. The Deodar Cedar trees lining the project area are considered to be a scenic and
historic resource.

The city of Gilroy pursued designating Highway 152/Hecker Pass as a State Scenic
Highway as part of the Gilroy General Plan in June of 2002. Though not yet officially
designated, this portion of Route 152 is currently listed as eligible for inclusion in the
California Scenic Highway System.

2.2.3 Direct Impacts

2.2.3.1 Before and After Images

To evaluate visual impacts and communicate the results of this analysis to project
stakeholders and the general public, Caltrans prepared simulations of visual changes
associated with each alternative. Two viewpoints were selected for comparison: one
looking east from near the Burchell Drive intersection, the other looking west from a

point midway between the existing bridge and the entrance to Bonfante Gardens. Figure
6 depicts the location of these viewpoints.

Figure 6: View Location Map

| Bon|

Figures 7 through 9 compare existing photographs with simulated future views, which
were prepared by superimposing project characteristics on the existing landscape shown
in the accompanying photograph. Figures 7A and B depict visual changes associated
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with the northern alignment looking west from viewpoint #2. Figures 8 and 9 are from
viewpoint #1. They emphasize the different visual impacts associated with the northern
and southern alignments. Figures 8 A and B show visual effects associated with the soil
nail wall that would be constructed under the northern alignment. Figures 9 A and B
depict the visual gap that would be created under the southern alignment by removal of
the 15 mature Deodar Cedars nearest the bridge.

Figure 7A: Current View Looking West

[

Figure 7B: Future View Looking West, Northern Alignment
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Figure 8A: Current View Looking East, Northern Alignment

Figure 8B: Future View Looking East, Northern Alignment
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Figure 9A: Current View Looking East, Southern Alignment

g

Figure 9B: Future View Looking East, Southern Alignment
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2.2.3.2 Discussion _

Compared to existing conditions and each other, visual changes associated with either
alignment altérnative do not constitute a significant impact on the visual environment.
Although visual characteristics will differ depending on which alternative is selected,
neither alignment option would adversely effect scenic vistas, substantially damage
scenic resources or substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
project area, with the use of appropriate mitigation measures. Under both alignment
options, construction operations, such as earthwork and tree removal, would be the most
noticeable visual aspect of the project. In the case of the northern alignment, replanted
vegetation in time would become similar in nature and visual character to features of the
existing highway. The new roadway would attract minor attention, not appearing out of
place compared to existing conditions.

Because it would disrupt a notable feature of the existing landscape, the Deodar Cedar
tree row, the southern alignment option, if chosen, would have a minor adverse effect on
scenic resources and temporarily degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
project area. As with the northern alignment the new visual features would be
characteristic of the existing rural setting. However areas where existing trees are
removed could constitute a more noticeable visual impact, at least initially, and would
reduce the historic integnity of the Deodar Cedar tree row, a National Register of Historic
Places eligible property, by reducing the length of the tree row. Although of short
duration, lasting less than 5 seconds at the posted speed limit, the noticeable gap in the
dense 18+ meter (60+ foot) Deodar Cedar tree row would be initially quite apparent to
both eastbound and westbound Route 152 travelers, particularly those familiar with .
current conditions. This gap would become less noticeable over time.

While the impact of the southern alignment on the landscape overall would be minor,
removal of the 15 cedars does constitute degradation of a scenic resource that, without
mitigation, could be considered a moderate-high adverse visual impact under CEQA.
Over time, the gap would become less noticeable to viewers, as an existing gap currently
exists from the location where the cedars are to be removed to just west of the Uvas -
Creek Bridge. Mitigation measures, such as tree or shrub plantings, would help to lessen
the degree of the impacts. The removal of the cedars would actually open up a new view
of the distant valley and hills to the south. The created views could be considered to be
either positive or negative visual elements by many viewers. The planting of shrubs

" would help to reduce the level of visual impact due to the loss of trees, ‘however, the
effect of the existing allee of cedars would be foreshortened and not replicated. If
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sufficient right-of-way is available and replacement cedars are planted, it would take 15
to 20 years for the trees to reach a height similar to the existing ones.

2.2.4 Cumulative Impacts

Neither project alternative will cause or contribute to a significant cumulative impact on
scenic resources. This determination is based on the fact that replacing t'he’bn'dge will
not increase the number of through highway lanes and it will be done in such a way that
the rural character of the surrounding éountrysidé will be preserved. The nature and

- scope of this project is consistent with the Gilroy’s Heker Pass Specific Plan adopted in
January 2005.

2.2.5 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures
Design measures to minimize visual impacts are described below. They apply to both
alignment alternatives unless otherwise indicated.

The following measures to minimize the degree of change and reduce visual impacts are
recommended:

e Cut and fill slopes will be contour graded and rounded to match adjacent undisturbed
topography to the extent feasible. Grading operations should not result in angular
landforms. |

e Exposed ground surfaces will be hydro-seeded with appropriate plant species. This
should be done as early as possible for erosion control purposes. As the seeds
germinate and grow, the vegetative cover would reduce the degree of visual contrast of
these areas, especially as seen from more distant locations. Indigenous native species of
shrubs and herbaceous plants occurring on adjacent, undisturbed slopes will colonize
the seeded slopes. As these colonizing plants mature and increase in density, the visual
contrast of the disturbed areas would continue to diminish. In time, vegetative cover
patterns of areas disturbed during project construction would essentially match the
adjacent, undisturbed areas.

¢ Planting originally installed in front of the entrance to Bonfante Gardens would be
replaced, space allowing, and would retain as much of the original design as possible.

e Realignment/relocation of utility structures and cables should be completed so as to
not become a point of visual focus or become a negative visual impact. Where possible,
equipment should be placed where natural screening would help to reduce the public’s
view of facility. Cables should be run along alignments that reduce their visibility and
visual impact. .

o If the southern alignment alternative is selected, a guard rail will be placed in front of
the Deodar Cedar tree row to minimize the number of trees removed. Landscaping to
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complement those remaining will also be installed. These features are included in the
project description for the southern alignment alternative.

¢ If the northem alignment altemnative is selected, the soil nail wall at the intersection of |
eastbound Route 152 and Burchell Road would be of a texture that visually blends in
with the surrounding environment. The texture pattern shown on Figure 8B is an
illustrative example.

2.3  Cultural Resources

2.3.1 Regulatory Setting

The term “cultural resources” as used in this document refers to historic and
archaeological resources. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Public
Resources Code (PRC) provide for protection of cultural resources. PRC Section 5024.1
established the California Register of Historic Places. Section 5024.5 requires state
agencies to provide notice to, and confer with the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) before altering, transferring, relocating, or demoli'shing state-owned historic
resources.

2.3.2 Affected Environment

To assess project impacts on cultural resources an Area of Potential Effects (APE) for
this project was established by Caltrans, under the authority of the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), on December 21, 2004. The APE boundary for archaeology
encompasses all areas of potential direct effects; including existing right of way, staging
areas, access roads, temporary construction easements, and right of way acquisition. The
APE boundary for architectural history and archaeology includes the project footprint, the
bridge itself, existing state right-of-way, proposed right-of-way, easements, and staging
areas. The architectural history APE boundary also includes all areas where there is a
potential for indirect effect on historic built resources.

In order to identify cultural resources within the APE, a Historic Property Survey Report
(HPSR), Archaeological Survey Report (ASR), and a Historic Resource Evaluation
Report (HRER) were prepared (Caltrans 2004, A,B & C). These studies were completed
in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as
amended (16 U.S.C. 470f and 470h-2) and its implementing regulations (36 CRF 800.4).

No properties within the APE are currently listed or have been previously determined
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register). No
archaeological properties were identified as a result of the current investigation. The
architectural history APE includes.a segment of a single row of Deodar Cedar (Cedrils
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deodara) trees located within the state right-of-way along the south side of the highway.
This historic resource within the APE is formally evaluated and documented in the
HPSR.

The historic property, known as the Deodar Cedar Tree Row or the Highway 152 Tree
Row, has been determined 1o be eligible for inclusion in the National Register. The
resource is locally significant under Criterion A, the criterion that recognizes properties
associated with historic trends and patterns of events that are important within an '
associated context. The historic resource is significant for its association with the City of
Gilroy’s urban improvement efforts in the early twentieth century during Arbor Day of
1930 and 1931. For this reason, the historic resource’s period of significance is 1930-
1931. In addition, this property was also evaluated in accordance with Section 15064.5
(a) (2)-(3) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, and is
considered to be a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. The boundaries are the
southern right-of-way of State Route 152 between post mile 6.5 east of Uvas Creek
Bridge to post mile 7.88 at the west side of Santa Teresa Boulevard. The boundaries
include the entire tree row, which is 1.39-miles long. Contributing elements include 115
Deodar Cedar trees that compose the tree row, the open space between each tree, and the
open space between the edge of the highway’s pavement and the tree row.
Noncontributing elements include the volunteer oak trees between the Deodar Cedars.

SHPO concurred that the Highway 152 Tree Row is eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places in an April 1, 2005 letter, which is reproduced in Section 3.3 of this
document.

Changes to the project footprint caused by alterations to the project design were
documented in a Supplemental APE signed on July 28, 2005, and a Supplemental HPSR
prepared in August, 2005. No cultural resources were identified in the Supplemental
APE.

2.3.3 Direct impacts

Impacts on cultural resources vary considerably for the north-side and south-side bridge
locations. Each is separately discussed below. The effects of the historic tree row are
evaluated according to the criteria set forth in 36 CFR 800.5.

2.3.3.1 Northern Aligriment v

No historic resources are located within the project footpnnt under this alternative. The
Highway 152 Tree Row is located within the southern right of way of the current
highway alignment. The rural character of the highway corridor, while part of the tree
row’s setting, is not a character-defining feature of the historic resource. However, the
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trees have a spatial relationship to the highway’s pavement. The tree row’s contributing
setting characteristics include the open space between each Deodar Cedar and the open
space between the highway’s edge of pavement and the tree trunks.

None of the tree row’s contributing characteristics is located within the project footprint.
The only effect to the tree row is to the setting, and it is not an adverse effect. The road
alignment would shift farther away from the tree row for a 0.5-mile segment at the
western end of the tree row. This shift will change the spatial relationship of the tree row
and the edge of pavement in this section. However, because the shifted alignment
comprises only a 0.5-mile long shift that is gradually tapered away from the original
alignment, the overall effect to the setting of the tree row will not be adverse. The tree
row will still read as a planted row in relationship to the highway. Therefore, a north-side
bridge location will have no adverse effect on the tree row.

This alternative will require construction of a soil nail wall along the hill located at the
north side of the highway corridor. This medification to the rural highway corridor
would be relatively small considering the length of the 1.39-mile comdor that contains
the historic resource. If the soil nail wall is finished in a aesthetically compatible way
(concrete that looks like rock, or other natural material), then the wall would have even
less of a visual effect on the corridor. All other visual features of the highway’s corridor,
including topography and vegetation, would remain intact. Therefore, this alignment will
have no adverse effect on the historic property’s contributing characteristics, and no
adverse effect on the resource as a whole.

2.3.3.2 Southern Alignment

The project limit for this alternative includes 24 mature Deodar Cedar trees lining the
south side of the roadway east of the bridge. Under this alternative, realignment of the
highway from milepost 6.1 to 6.68 would require the removal of fifteen Deodar Cedar
trees out of the 115 total Deodar Cedar trees that compose the entire historic tree row.
The removal of fifteen Deodar Cedars is necessary because the trees are within the 12-
meter (39.36-foot) safety recovery zone required by the Caltrans Highway Design Manual
for conventional highways. The new shoulder adjacent to the tree row (where the 15 |
cedars é;re proposed to be removed) would either be replanted with 24-inch box Cedars if
sufficient right-of- way exists, or be planted with shrubs of species similar to the |
following: Ceanothus species (Blue Blossom), Rhamnus (Coffeberry), Eriogonum
(Buckwheat) and/or Romneya (Matilija Poppy).

22 Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement



Chapter 2: Affected Environment

The remaining nine Deodar Cedars of the twenty-four total within the project limits
would be left in place and shielded with a steel guardrail in order to preserve as many
trees as possible. Installation of a guardrail cannot protect the fifteen Deodar Cedars slated
for removal because the new road alignment to the bridge cannot accommodate the 1.22-
meter (4-foot) minimum distance required between the face of the guardrail and the face of
the tree tronk. -

The southem alignment alternative would have an adverse effect on the Highway 152
Tree Row. Removing 13% of the tree row would adversely affect the materials,
workmanship, and design of the resource’s historic integrity. The removal of fifteen trees

~degrades the material integrity of the tree row and compromises the ability of the tree row
to convey its significance as a street beautification work brought about by completion of
the highway connecting Gilroy to the coastal region in1928. Of the original 140 trees
planted in 1930 and 1931, there are 115 that currently remain, which is 82% of the
original. At this percentage the tree row remains an impressive highway feature.
Removing fifteen trees in the tree row for this transportation project would bring the
total tree row down to 71% of its original total of 140 trees. Incremental removal of
Deodar Cedar trees from the tree row would, over time, damage the tree row’s
material and design integrity and could result in a negative effect on the feeling and
association of the tree row in relation to the highway as it transitions into Gilroy’s
city limits.

However, the remainder of the tree row would still be eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places because it would retain its association with local urban improvement 7
efforts, as conveyed through its integrity of location, setting, and feeling. The tree row
will continue to denote the transition between the rural and urban boundary of Gilroy’s
western city limits because it will remain in the same location. The rural setting will be
maintained. The tree row will still be able to convey the feeling of a rural highway
transitioning into the city through the visual clue of this highway landscape feature.

Because the tree row is in state right of way, this resource is considered to be a state-owned

historical resource. It is therefore subject to Public Resources Code 5024, which requires
Caltrans to adopt measures that will eliminate or minimize the adverse effects to the state-

~ owned historical resource. This undertaking will not cause a substantial adverse change in

the significance of the tree row as a majority of the trees will remain.
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2.3.4 Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts under CEQA are defined as follows: Cumulative impacts are two or
more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which
compound or increase other environmental impacts.

e The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of
separate projects. -

e The cumulative impact from several projects is the chiange in the environment that
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts
can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over
a period of time.

To identify camulative impacts, it is necessary to identify closely related past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable probable projects in the area that have the potential to affect
the historic Highway 152 Tree Row.

In general, the health of the tree row appears stable. The tree row originally contained

140 Deodar Cedar trees; currently 115 trees remain. The decline of the number of trees
in the tree row is due to human-caused removal rather than natural disease or death. Over
the past 70 years, there have been incremental removals of trees from the tree row for
unknown reasons at unknown times. It appears the removal of trees from the row over
time was not caused by any highway project in the past twenty-five years.

This proposed Caltrans project would remove 15 trees, or approximately 13% of the
existing resource.

Future incremental removal of trees from the historic tree row could damage the tree
row’s integrity, or the ability to convey its historical significance. The City of Gilroy's
Hecker Pass Specific Plan, adopted in January 2005, identifies two new potential street
intersections that, if constructed, could remove as many as 25 trees from the historic tree
row. If the southern alignment of the Caltrans undertaking is selected, there is potential
for the City's project to cause a cumulative adverse impact on the historic resource. The
City’s project would require Caltrans review and approval. The historic tree row is
within state right of way, so it is a state-owned historic resource and therefore subject to
PRC 5024. Under PRC 5024, Caltrans would be required to review effects to the tree
row, to adopt prudent and feasible measures to eliminate or mitigate the adverse effect to
the tree row, and to consult with the SHPO.

If the northern alignment of the Caltrans undertaking is selected, there will be no
poténtial‘ for comulative effect on the historic tree row.
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2.3.5 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

2.3.5.1 Northern Alignment

There will be no-adverse effect on the historic tree row under this altemative; so no
mitigation is required.

2.3.5.2 Southern Alignment _
Mitigation would be required under this altemnative to lessen the effect of the project on
the historic tree row. In order to maintain nine Deodar Cedar trees at the westem end of
the project area, a guardrail would be placed between the edge of traveled way and nine
Deodar Cedar trees left in place within the project limits. Current Caltrans safety
standards require a minimum clear recovery zone of at least 12 meters (39.37 feet)
between the edge of traveled way and a fixed object on conventional highways. If a fixed
object cannot be removed from the clear recovery zone, then the safety standards require
the object to be shielded by a guardrail. There is adequate distance to place a guardrail
between the edge of traveled and the face of nine Deodar Cedar tree trunks that would
otherwise be removed.

In addition to the guardrail, the new shoulder adjacent to the tree row (where the 15
cedars are proposed to be removed) would be replanted with 24-inch box Cedars, if
sufficient right-of- way is determined to exist. Otherwise it will be planted with shrubs of
species similar to the following: Ceanothus species (Blue Blossom), Rhamnus
(Coffeberry), Eriogonum (Buckwheat) and/or Romneya (Matilija Poppy). The shrubs will
be planted in such a way as to complement the remaining tree row.

Other measures to reduce adverse effects on cultural resources will be determined
through consultation with SHPO and interested local parties. Caltrans has proposed
mitigation through recordation following the Historic American Buildings Survey
(HABS) guidelines and creation of an interpretive pamphlet for distribution to the public.
However, Caltrans will consult with interested local parties in an effort to find alternative
feasible mitigation measures. Details for mitigation will be considered and specified in a
Memorandum of Agreement.

2.4 'Water Quality, and Storm Water Runoff

241 Regblatory Setting

The primary federal law regulating Water Quality is the Clean Water Act; (CWA)
administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). In California, EPA
delegates its regulatory authority to the State Water Resources Contro} Board (SWRCB)
and Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). RWQCB Region 3, Central
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Coast Region, is responsible for administering State and Federal water quality protection
laws and regulations in the vicinity of the project site. Each RWQCB prepares and
adopts a master policy document for managing surface and groundwater quality within its
region called the Water Quality Control Plan or Basin Plan.” Among other things the
Basin Plan identifies water quality problems and establishes beneficial uses for each
waterway within its jurisdiction. The SWRCB and RWQCB issue permits to implement
the Basin Plan as well as other requirements of the CWA and State Water Code.

The following is a summary of key water quality laws and regulations:

e Section 401 of the CWA requires a water quality certification from the State Board or
Regional Board when a project: 1) requires a federal license or permit under CWA
Section 404, and 2) will result in a discharge to waters of the United States.

e Section 402 of the CWA establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit system to regulate municipal and industrial storm water
discharges, including discharges from highways, which are defined as point source
discharges. To ensure CWA compliance and facilitate processing of routine projects,
the SWRCB has issued Caltrans a blanket NPDES Statewide Storm Water Permit to
regulate storm water discharges from Caltrans facilities (Order No. 99-06-DWQ,
CAS000003).

e Project construction activities are subject to a statewide Construction General Permit
(Order No. 98-08-DWQ, CAS000002) issued by the SWRCB. The key requirement is
preparation of a project specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP),
which specifies pollution control measures to be employed during construction. The
SWPPP is typically prepared and implemented by the contractor doing the work.
Caltrans approves the plan and assures that it is carried out through its construction
contract monitoring process.

2.4.2 Affected Environment

Caltrans prepared a Water Quality Report for this project (Caltrans 2005A). This section
summarizes information contained in that document.

Storm Water _
The project site is located approximately 10 kilometers (6 miles) downstream of the Uvas
Reservoir within the Uvas-Carnadero Creek Basin Watershed of the Pajaro River
Hydrologic Unit. Storm water from the project drains into Uvas Creek. which flows
southeast fo join the Pajaro River about 18 km (11 miles) downstream of the bridge, and
then into Monterey Bay.
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The Region 3 RWQCB Basin Plan has established a variety of beneficial uses for Uvas
and Bodfish Creeks. These include water supply for municipal, industrial and

agricultural use in addition to public recreation, ground water recharge and wildlife

habitat preservation. The Plan is intended to protect and enhance these beneficial uses.
Because these water bodies are not on EPA’s 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited
Segments. no special regulatory requirements apply.

Groundwater
The project 1s located in the Llagas Groundwater Sub-basin in Santa Clara County. The

existing beneficial uses of the groundwater resource include municipal, industrial and
agricultural uses.

2.4.3 Direct Impacts

The following discussion applies to both alternatives. Water quality and storm water
impacts are generally the same for each alternative. Neither alternative would have a
significant direct impact on water quality. '

Storm Water »

" For purposes of environmental review, storm water impacts are considered the same for
each alternative, although the land area impacted differs slightly. The total area of soil
disturbance for the northern alignment is approximately 2.4 ha (6.0 ac). Approximatély _
0.75 ha (1.86 ac) of net new impervious pavement will be added. The comparable figures
for the southern alignment alternative are.2.35 ha (5.9 ac)—O of soil disturbance and 0.71
ha (1.75 ac) of net new paving. These disturbed areas will be refined during design.
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Exposed land surfaces and construction activity will increase the potential for water
pollution due to erosion (silting) and introduction of foreign materials. In the long term,
the additional impervious area will slightly increase runoff. Based en Caltrans statewide
studies, pollutants found in runoff include phosphorus, nitrogen, litter and various metals,
both in solid state and dissolved. Typical pollutant sources are natural erosion,
phosphorus from tree leaves, combustion products from fossil fuels, trash and falling
debris from vehicles, and break pad wear.

Groundwater ,
Groundwater from seepage through Uvas Creek channel may be encountered during pile

work in Uvas Creek. Dewatering may be required. Early discussion should be initiated
regarding the handling and disposal of water during the design phase. The ground water
will be tested for potential contamination as a part of the Hazardous Waste Site
Investigation. Proper handling and disposal of the ground water should be based on the
levels of contaminants reported in the Site Investigation Report. There should be no
long-term impact on ground water since travel volume, the primary cause of water

pollution, will remain the same.

Dewatering and Non-stormwater Discharges

Construction activities such as bridge replacement have the potential to encounter ground
water seepage (i.e. dry weather flows) or may involve non-storm water discharges. Early
discussion shall be initiated with the Office of Water Pollution Control regarding the
handling and disposal of such water. A project-specific Waste Discharge Permit (WDP)
and an NPDES permit may be required from the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Region #3, Central Coast RWQCB), if substantial dewatering is to be done. The
permitting pertod could take a minimum of 6 months. Also, the groundwater may be
tested for potential contamination as a part of the Hazardous Waste Site Investigation
Contract administered by the Hazardous Waste branch in the Office of Environmental
Engineering. An appropriate dewatering Special Provision will then be prepared by
‘Caltrans to ensure the proper handling and disposal of the ground water. Exact measures
included in the Special Provision will depend on the levels of contaminants reported in
the Site Investigation Report.

- 2.4.4 Cumulative Impacts

The framework for cumulative impact analysis in the areas of both water quality and
biology is the immediate roadside area and the Uvas Creek-bed, which crosses the project
area. Because this project would replace an existing facility at essentially the same level
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of capacity, it will not cause or contribute to significant cumulative environmental
impacts in these areas. Environmental protection measures incorporated into the project
will preclude adverse impacts on adjacent properties and restore areas directly impacted
to a state that closely approximates existing conditions.

2.4.5 Aviodance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

‘Based on the Water Quality Impact Assessment prepared for this project (Caltrans 2005)
Caltrans has determined that compliance with standard water quality regulatory and
permit requirements will assure that project water quality impacts are less than
significant. These requirements are summarized below and more fully discussed in the
-impact assessment referenced above. RWQCB Region 3, Central Coast Region, is
responsible for implementation of State and Federal water quality laws and regulations in
the vicinity of the project site.

e Section 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act: Since a minimum of 0.12-ha of wetland
will be directly affected by the proposed project under either alternative, a permit may
be required from the Army Corps of Engineers under Clean Water Act Section 404 and
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) code. A Water Quality Certification
(401) from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Region #3, Central Coast
RWQCB) would also be required. '

e Section 402 of the Clean Water Act: Best Management Practices (BMPs) stated in
the Caltrans NPDES and the Construction General Permits will be incorporated into this
project to reduce the discharge of pollutants, both during construction and permanently,
to the maximum extent practicable. These BMPs fall into three categories, Temporary
Construction Site BMPs, Design Pollution Prevention BMPs, and Permanent Treatment
BMPs. A summary of each follows:

Construction Site BMPs: These are implemented during construction to control
run-off. Examples include temporary silt fences, stockpile covers, and temporary
soil stabilization. The measures to be used for this project will be specified in the
SWPPP to be developed during construction

Permanent Design Pollution Prevention BMPs: These are permanent measures
to improve storm water quality by reducing erosion, stabilizing disturbed soil
areas, and landscaping. Temporary soil stabilizers such astacked straw
biodegradable fiber rolls or netting are typically used to protect exposed surfaces
until new plantings establish themselves. It may also be necessary to use hay
bales or other velocity dissipation devices to reduce runoff velocity and control
erosion at drainage outlets. Specific measures for this project will be developed
during the design phase.
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Permanent Treatment BMPs: Treatment BMPs are permanent devices and

facilities treating storm water runoff. Caltrans approved Treatment BMPs include

biofiltration strips and swales, infiltration devices, detention devices, traction sand

traps, dry weather flow diversions, media filters, gross solids removal devices,

multi-chamber treatment trains, and wet basins.

Treatment BMPs requirements will be addressed in the project’s Storm Water
Data Report.

2.5 Biology, including Wetlands

2.5.1 Regulatory Setting

This section covers the following biological areas: wetlands and other waters, plant
species, animal species, threatened or endangered species, natural communities, and
invasive species. A summary of regulatory requirements relative to each area follows:

Wetlands and Other Waters

Wetlands and other waters, including Uvas Creek, are protected by the federal Clean
Water Act (CWA), which regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into them. -
CWA Section 404 establishes a regulatory process and permit program to control such
discharges. The Section 404 permit program is run by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(ACOE) with oversight by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). CWA Section
401 requires a water quality certification from the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) prior to issuing a Section 404 permit.

At the state level, wetlands and waters are regulated by the Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) and RWQCBs. In this case RWQCB Region 3 will provide the necessary water
quality certification. Because this project will affect Uvas Creek within the bed and
banks, a Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG will also be required
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Plant Species:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFGY) share regulatory responsibility for the protection of threatened,
endangered, or other special-status species under the Federal Endangered Species Act
(FESA) and/or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). The regulatory
requirements for FESA can be found at United States Code 16 (USC), Section 1531, et.
seq. The regulatory requirements for CESA can be found at California Fish and Game
Code, Section 2050, et. seq. Department projects are also subject to the Native Plant
Protection Act (Fish and Game Code, Section 1900-1913), and the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code, Sections 2100-21177).

Animal Species: .

Many state and federal laws regulate impacts to wildlife. At the federal level these
include the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. The
California Fish and Game Code contains state laws and regulations pertaining to wildlife.
The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NOAA Fisheries) and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) are
responsible for implementing these laws, which basically require preparation of habitat
conservation plans to protect wildlife.

Threatened or Endangered Species:

The primary State law protecting threatened or endangered species is the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA), California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050, et seq,
which is administered by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). CESA
requires project sponsors to implement measures to prevent intentional or unintentional
loss of threatened or endangered species.

Natural Communities:
Where a project involves threatened or endangered species, FESA and CESA require
consideration of the biological communities where they exist as well.

Invasive Species:

Federal Executive Order 13112, dated February 3, 1999, requires agencies administering
federal highway funds to combat introduction or spread of invasive species, which are
essentially non-native plants that are somehow harmful to the environment. Invasive
species are specified on a list of noxious weeds established by each state. Caltrans does
not use any of the species on the California list of noxious weeds for erosion control or
landscaping. Therefore this project will not have an adverse impact on invasive species
and this topic will not be further discussed.
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2.5.2 Affected Environment
The natural environment directly impacted by this project consists of the Uvas Creek-bed

plus the connecting roadway shoulders. Caltrans conducted the following studies to

identify biological resources that would be affected by this project and to devise

appropriate protective measures: Biological Assessment (Caltrans 2005C), Natural
Environmental Study (Caltrans 2005D) and Wetlands Delineation Survey. This section
summarnizes information contained in those documents.

2.5.2.1 Natural Communities
2.5.2.2 Habitat Types
Six distinct natural communities or habitats are found within the biological study area for

this project. The following is a brief description of each.

Riverine: Riverine habitat consists of the creek itself plus associated vegetated
areas that qualify as wetlands. The Uvas Creek riverine habitat is classified as waters
of the United States and is therefore subject to regulation by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), which must approve any disruptions or modifications to the
waterway. Locally, the Santa Clara Valley Water District controls creek flows. The
exact boundaries of the riverine habitat were determined by a wetland delineation
survey completed in March 2005. Beyond its boundaries the Uvas Creek riverine
habitat supports a lush willow riparian corridor.

Valley Foothill Riparian: Riparian habitat is generally classified as areas that
provide cover for riverine habitats. Valley foothill riparian habitat is found along
Uvas Creek within the project limits. Close to the stream and inside the ordinary high
waters (OHM), saturated areas are covered by grasses, nettle and wild mint. Above the
OHM line, willows and non-native black berry is common. Lining the banks of the
creek are Fremont cotton wood trees, willows stands and multiple bay tree clusters.

Oak Woodland: Oak Woodland habitat is characterized by open to dense canopies
of oak intermixed with grassland. A large expanse of coastal oak woodland habitat
parallels the north side of State Route 152 just east of Burchell Road. This habitat
area supports numerous mature live oaks, deodar cedars, ponderosa pines as well as a
diverse and lus_h understory composed of non-native annual grasses.

e Annual grasslands: These are open areas where introduced annual grasses, rather

than trees or scrubs, are the dominant plant species. They are capable of supportinga
wide variety of animal species. A narrow patch of annual grassland, which apparently
was once an access road, exists along the east side of Uvas Creek. However, there are
no distinct annual grasslands in the project area. '
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e Urban: Urban habitat contains a mixture of native and exotic species. In suburban
areas such as this, mature vegetation can resemble that in non-urban areas. In addition
to landscaped gardens and lawns, relatively large tracts of adjacent natural vegetation
such as grasslands, and oak woodland abound. This area lies in the northwest side of
the existing Bridge. One exception is the oak woodland habitat along the north side of
State Route 152 east of Burchell Road

e Barren: Any habitat with less than 2% total vegetation cover by herbaceous, desert,
or non-wildland species and less than 10% cover by tree or shrub species is defined as
barren. Two distinct barren areas with the project limits consist of an unpaved access
road behind the stands of cultivated cedars and on the northwest corner of Burchell
Road. '

2.5.2.3 Critical Habitat

Uvas Creek within the project area as well as two upstream tributaries, Little Arthur and
Bodfish Creeks, have been designated as critical habitat for the South Central California
steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) In addition, te-the-standard-classifications-described
abeve;the Uvas Creek Bridge itself provides roosting habitat for bats and swallows.

2.5.2.4 Special-Status Species

Special-status species are plants or animals that have been officially designated as
threatened or endangered, or otherwise require special consideration: for example critical
habitat or migratory birds. To determine special-status species that may be affected by
this project, Caltrans consulted a variety of sources including the U.S Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) (Reference #1-3-03-SP-2424) and the CNDDB. The initial screening
yielded total of 86 special status species that are generally associated with the project’s
locale. Through field visits and a more detailed analysis of available data this total was
reduced to 14 animal species and no plant species with potential habitat in the project
area and whose occurrence is considered to be either possible or likely. These are listed
in Figure 10 below.

|Figure 10: Special-Status Wildlife Species with Potential Habitat in the Project Area

- [Scientific Name |Common Name [Status  Occumence |
- : Fish ‘
‘|Lavinia Symmelricus : Monterey roach ‘ SC Likelly
Oncorhynchus mykiss South Central California steelhead |T NMFS |Likely
‘ Amphibians/Reptiles
Rana aurora draytonii California red-legged frog TPX Possible |
Rana boylii Foothill yellow-legged frog SC Possible
Clemmys marmorata marmorata Northwestern pond turile SC Likely
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Clemmys marmorala pallida |Southwestern pond turtle [sc |Likely

i Birds

Vireo bellii pusillus |Least Bell's vireo [E [Possible
Mammals

Antrozous pallidus v Pallid bat CA Likely

Myolis thysanodes Fringed myotis bat SC Likely

Cornnorhinus(Plecotus) townsendii townsendii |Pacific western big-eared bat sC Possible

Eumops perotis californicus Greater western mastiff bat SC. . Possible

Myotis evolis Long-eared myotis bat ' SC Likely

Myotis ciliclabrum ’ Small-footed myotis bat SC Likely

Myoltis volans Long-legged myotis bat SC Likely

Myolis yumanensis ~ |Yuma myotis bat ' SC. Likely

Status Key

(E) Endangered-Listed (in the Federal Register) as being in danger of extinction.

(T) Threatened-Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future.

{PT) Proposed-Officially proposed (in the Federal Register) for fisting as endangered or threatened.
{NMFS)-Species under the Jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Sesrvice

(CA)-Listed by the State of California but not by the Fish and Wildlife Service

(PX)-Proposed Critical Habitat — The species is already listed. Critical habitat is being proposed for il.
(SC)-Species of Concern Other species of concem to the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office

2.5.3 Direct Impacts

Caltrans conducted biological studies for both the northern and southern bridge
alignments as part of a more comprehensive effort to identify trade-offs associated with
preservation or removal of a scenic and historic resource, the Deodar Cedar trees.
Generally speaking, impacts to the natural environment are considered the same for each
alternative except for the number of mature trees removed, which is greater for the
northern alignment.

Construction will cause temporary and permanent impacts to the natural environment due
to grading, excavation, equipment movement, installation of temporary facilities such as |
cofferdams, wildlife barrier fence and operation of the diversion channel. Figure 11

shows the approximate land area that will be temporarily disturbed by habitat type for

each alignment. For the northern alignment, approximately 3373-square-meters (m?) or
0.83-ac of land area will be temporarily impacted. The comparable figure for the

southern alignment is 4870-m” or 1.21-ac. The large acreage difference between oak
woodland and urban habitats is due to the fact that the land is classified dlfferently
woodland to the north, urban to the south.

Figure 12 shows the approximate land area that will be permanently disturbed by habitat
type for each alignment. The approximate totals are 11091-m? (2.74-ac) for the northern
alignment and 10629-m? (2.63-ac) for the southern alignment.
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Flgure 11: Temporary Habitat Impact Analysis

Northern Alignment |Southern Alignment
M Acres M? Acres
Valley Foothill Riparian 850 . 0.21 2088 0.52
Coast Oak Woodland 1684 0.42 0 0
Annual Grassland -0 0 115 0.03
Riverine 307| 0.08 307 0.08
Barren 532 -013 170 0.04
Urban 0 0 2190 0.54
Total 3373 0.83 4870 1.21

Figure 12: Permanent Habitat Impact Analysis

Northern Alignment |Southern Alignment
M Acres Y Acres
Valley Foothill Riparian 305 0.08 203.7 0.05
Coast Oak Woodiand 5736 1.42 1100 0.27
Annual Grassland 0 0 275 0.07
Riverine 0 0 0 0
Barren 1250 0.31 560 0.14
Urban 3800 0.94 8490 2.1
Total 11091 2.74| 10628.7 2.63

Figure 13 shows trees removed by variety and habitat type. For oak woodland and urban
habitats combined, the number of trees removed differs substantially by alternative. The
northern alignment would require removal of 109 trees total, including 56 oaks and 53
cedars. The comparable totals for the southemn alignment are 32 oaks and 27 cedars for a
total of 59. Tree loss will cause habitat changes that may alter behavior patterns of
sensitive animal species including three threatened or endangered species: a fish, the
South Central California steelhead, a bird, the Least Bell’s vireo, and the California red-
legged frog.. Such impacts will not be significant however, because there is currently no
shortage of similar habitat in the project vicinity and impacted areas will be returned to
their present condition, more or less, in the long run.

’ The impact of the completed project on the natural environment is considered positive.
Although paved surface area will increase due to addition of a left turn lane on the new
bridge, in other respects the natural environment will be restored to pre-existing
conditions or better. There will be a net gain of 180 m’ (0.0_4’4 ac) to waters of the U.S.
due to demolition of the existing bridge. Highway shoulder slopes will be shallower and
thus less subject to erosion. Removal of large trees will be mitigated at a ratio of five to
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one in off-site mitigation area that has yet to be determined. In addition to replanting with
native species, Caltrans will also remove several very large stands of non-native Arundo
(giant reed) (Arundo donax) along Uvas Creek near the project area.

Figure 13: Trees Removed by Habitat Type
South Alignment [North Alignment
© g
6| s ® &
«3| 81 & |~x8| & | &
®© O 2 2 |mo| 2 2
Species Surveyed o=l 2 x |03 D | &

. Live Oak 5 25 | none| 48 3 3
Valley Oak 1 1 none| 5 - 4
Cultivated Deodar Cedars 0 12 | none| 16 | 37 | none| _
Deaodar Cedars of Historic importance | none| 15 | none| none| none| none
Fremont Cottonwood - - >5 - - '
Willow Clusters - - >5 - _ >5
Bay - - | >5 - - 1 =56
Totals 6 53 >15 | 69 40 | >13

Source= Draft NES April, 2005

The project will not cause or contribute to a significant cumulative impact on the natural
environment because construction period impacts will be contained within project
boundaries and the long-term impacts are considered positive.

2.5.4 Cumulative Impacts

The framework for cumulative impact analysis in the areas of both water quality and
biology is the immediate roadside area and the Uvas Creek-bed, which crosses the project
area. Because this project would replace an existing facility at essentially the same level
of capacity, it will not cause or contribute to significant camulative environmental
impacts in these areas. Environmental protection measures incorporated into the project
will preclude adverse impacts on adjacent properties and restore areas directly impacted
to a state that closely approximates existing conditions.

2.5.5 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

The following is a summary of measures that will be implemented during construction to
reduce adverse environmental impacts. These are more fully described in the Natural

- Environment Study (Caltrans 2004B). All preventive measures will be devised and
monitored by a qualified biologist.

e Limit area used for construction: Caltrans will limit construction activities to the
smallest area possible. Construction areas will be clearly delineated by Caltrans
biologists, incorporated into the project plans and specifications, and clearly marked
with environmentally sensitive area (ESA) fencing. ESA fencing will be installed and
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removed in each of the two construction activity years. Vegetation will be removed by
hand in construction areas to prevent harm to wildlife.

. Discouraéé\vildlife use of construction areas: Trees within the oak woodland and
riparian area will be removed prior to construction between August 1 and January 1 to
avoid potential impacts to nesting birds. All work within the creek-bed will take place
between June 15 and October 15 of each year, for two consecutive years, to minimize
the impact on natural environment. A small vertebrate exclusion fence consisting of
1.2-m by 2.4-m (4-ft by 8-ft), 1.3-cm (0.5-in) thick, treated exterior plywood wired to
5.5-ft metal t-posts will be installed to exclude California red-legged frog. To prevent
birds and bats from using the old bridge as a nesting sight while it is being demolished,
any unused nests will be removed, potential rough nesting surfaces will be covered with
smooth material and exclusion netting installed. |

e Time construction to aveid periods of animal activity: Construction will be timed
to avoid the nesting season for migratory birds and swifts and the migration period of
the California redlegged frog. If construction cannot be completed during periods of
animal inactivity, special measures will be implemented to prevent harm to sensitive
species. These include pre-construction inspections, installation of exclusion devices
and prohibiting construction near active nests.

e Sustain aquatic habitat during construction: A cofferdam and stream diversion
channel will be installed to prevent construction activities from adversely affecting
Uvas Creek and to allow passage of the South-Central California steelhead. Potential
impacts to Uvas Creek aquatic resources and fisheries will be minimized by adhering to
Caltrans’ standard contract specifications for avoiding water pollution during _
construction. In essence the contracter will be required to follow a site-specific water
pollution control plan including provisions for such things as keeping heavy machinery
out of the water, limiting the amount of excavated or construction materials that enter
the stream, and maintaining adequate water flows at all times.

o Restore habitat to pre-existing conditions after construction: Sensitive habitat
acreage temporarily disturbed by construction will be graded and replanted to restore its
original appearance and function as feasible. Trees and scrubs removed will be
replanted along the roadway, where feasible or within mitigation sites at a ratio of 5 to. 1
for large oak trees and 1 to 1 for others. Creek-bed mitigation will involve a mixed
riparian planting treatment that includes willow (Salix sp.) cuttings, California
blackberry (Rubus ursinus), sycamore (Platanus occidentalis), and Fremont cottonwood

. (Populus fremontii). ' '
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Early and continuing coordination with the general phblic and appropriate public
agencies is an essential part of the environmental process to determine the scope of
environmental documentation, the level of analysis, potential impacts and mitigation
measures and related environmental requirements. Agency consultation and public
participation for this project will be accomplished through a variety of formal and
informal methods, including: project development team meetihgs, and interagency
coordination meetings. This chapter summarizes these efforts. The objective is to
fully identify, address and resolve project-related issues through early and continuing
coordination.

3.1 Locations for Viewing the Environmental Document
This environmental document is available for public viewing at the following
locations. An electronic version is available at the following web address:
www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm -

Gilroy City Hall, Planning Division Gilroy Public Library
7351 Rosana Street 7387 Rosana Street
Gilroy, CA 95020 Gilroy, CA 95020
(408) 846-0400 (408) 842-8207
Caltrans District 4

111 Grand Avenue
Oakland, CA 94623
(510) 286-4444

3.2 Organizations and Individuals Contacted

A list of organizations and individuals receiving a copy of the draft document will be
included in the final document.

3.3 Cultural Resources Coordination

"The Department surveyed historic and archeological sites within the project’s area of
_potential impact (APE). This led to idéntification of one resource, of a row of Deodar
Cedar (Cedrus deodara) trees as a-significant historic property. This process was
completed in direct consultation with FHWA and the State Office of Historic
Preservation (SHPO). On April 1, 2005 SHPO concurred with the Department’s
finding that the tree row is eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places and that there are no other historic properties within the project’s APE.
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The Department has determined that the project will adversely affect the Route 152
tree row, if the southern alignment is selected. The northemn alignment would not .
adversely affect the tree row. The Finding of Effect report was submitted to SHPO in
November, 2005. A copy of SHPO correspondence appears on the following page.
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STATE OF CAUFORNIA ~ THE RESOURCES AGENCY

OFFICE OF-HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. BOX 342098

SACRAMENTO, GA 64206-0001

(NHESIBE2S  Faox [918) 5539624

calshpoBohppaks.ra.gov

o DD pOIKS.CR GOV

April 1, 2005

Reply To: FHWAOS0202A

Brian Ramos, Ph.D.

Chiel, Office of Cultural Resource Studles
Caltrans District 4

11 Grand Avenue

PO Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0860

Re: Dotermination of Egibiitty for the Proposed Uvas Creck Bridge Replacement Project at State Route
152 near Giroy, CA [04-SCL-152, KP 9.82/10.62, P} 6.1/5.68, EA 448800]

Dear Dr. Rumos:

Thank you for consulting with ms about the subjsct undertaking in accordance with the Programmatic
Agreoment Among the Fedoral Highway Administration, the Advisory Councif on Historic Presaivation,
the Califomia State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Califomia Depariment of Transpoitation

Regarding with Section 106 of tha Natjonal Historic Preservation Act, as & Pertains to the
Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program In Callfornia (PA).

The Cakfomia Department of Transportation {Calirans) is requesting my concurrence, pursuant to
Stipulation VIILC.5 of the PA, that the Highway 152 Tree Row is eligible jor the National Register of
Historic Places {NRHP) under criterion A a1 a local level of significance for s association wih Gilroy’s
urban improvement projects carried out during Arbor Day of 1930-1931. The period of signgicance is
1930-1931. Pursuant to PRC §5024{b), Caltrans is also requesling my concurrence that the Highway
152 Troo Row, a state-cwned resource, maotsNH-chtioriaandsmmdbeaddadmme&ata’sMasmr
List. ! concur.

In accordance with Stipulation XXB. of the PA, the Departmant has found that there are historie pr

within the APE thal may ba affected by the underiaking. The Depariment will epply the Criteria of
Adverss Effect pursuant to Stipulation X. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) will cortinue
consuitafion with me In accordance with those provisions of Stipulation X, that FHWA detoerminaa apply to
such fusther consultation.

if you have any questions, please contact Natalie Lindguist of my staff at (916) 654-0631 or e-mad at

niind@ohp parks.ca.qov.
Sincerely,
S dlifer &

Mitord Wayne Donaldsan, FAIA
State Historic Preservation Oficer
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This environmental document was prepared by the Caltrans District 4 (Oakland), Office
of Environmental Planning and Engineering. The following is a list of individuals who
directly participated in preparation of this environmental document. The organization
listed is a unit of Caltrans unless otherwise indicated.

Office of Project Management

[Jean Higaki, Project Manager
Office of Design (West), Santa Clara A
Kelly Hirschberg, Senior Design Engineer
Parrirokh Abedi, Transportation Engineer
Division of Operations:

[Maria Pazooki, Transportation Engineer, Operations
Environmental Engineering:
Chris Wilson, Senior Transportation Engineer, Hazardous Materials
Glen Kinoshita, Senior Transportation Engineer
Chris Corwin, Transportation Engineer, Air Quality and Noise
Water Quality Program
Analette Ochoa, Storm Water Coordinator
Trang Hoang, Assistant Storm Water Coordinator
Environmental Analysis Division
Robert Gross, Office Chief
Jared Goldfine, Senior Environmental Planner
Kurt Findeisen, Associate Environmental Planner
Cultural Resources Division
Elizabeth McKee, Senior Environmental Planner — Archeology
Elizabeth Krase, Senior Environmental Planner — Architectural History
Todd Jaffke, Principal Investigator-Prehistoric Archaeology
Alisa Reynolds, Principal Investigator-Prehistoric Archaeology
Stephen Bryne, Principal Investigator-Prehistoric Archaeclogy
Vida Germano, Garcia and Associates Architectural Historian
Natural Sciences/Permits Division
Margaret Gabil, Senior Environmental Planner, Biology
Kursten Sheridan, Associate Biologist
-|Archana Sudame, Associate Biologist
Michael Clary,- CH2M Hill- biologist
Office of Landscape Architecture:
Bryan Walker, Senior Landscape Architect
Marty Hogan, Associate Landscape Architect
Keith Suzuki, Associate Landscape Architect
- |Matthew Brockway- Vallier Design Associates Inc.
. |Division of Engineering Services:
~ [Monika Pedigo, Senior Hydraulics Engineer,
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County, California, December, 2004).

Caltrans 2004B

Office of Cultural Resource Studies. Archaeological Survey Report for the
State Route 152 Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement Project in Santa Clara
County, California, December, 2004).

Caltrans 2004C

Office of Cultural Resource Studies. Historic Resource Evaluation Report for
the State Route 152 Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement Project in Santa Clara
County, California, December, 2004).

Caltrans 2002

Structure Maintenance and Investigations Office. Bridge inspection Report,

Uvas Creek Bridge (number 37-0047), Oakland, CA, October 2002
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Appendix A: Environmental Significance

Checklist

This checklist identifies physical, biological, social and economic factors that

might be affected by the proposed project. Where the checklist determination is

something other than “no impact”, the associated environmental topic is further

discussed in Chapter 2 of the environmental document. A table summarizing the

reasons for each “no impact” determination appears in Chapter 2.

Environmental Significance Checklist

Potentially
pficant Impact

Less Than
Significant
h Mitigation
lorporation

Less Than
Significant
Jmpact

No
Impact

1. AESTHETICS: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

[}

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, inclading, but not
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
enic highway?

) Substantrally degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

[m

d) Create a new source of substantial }ight or glare that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

1. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining whetber
impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of
Conservation as an optional mode! 10 use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmland. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which,
| dueto their Jocation or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

JL AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district might be relied upon to-make the
following detenminations. Would the project:
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Environmental Significance Checklist

i

Potentially
ificant Impact

Less Than
Significant
h Mitigation
orporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable
air quahty plan?

I}

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially
to an existing or projected air quality violation?

c) Result in a comulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

[}

d) Expose sensitive receptors 1o substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people?

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either disectly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species m Jocal or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife
Service?

o

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vemal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?

]

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
unpede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

o}

€) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved Jocal, regional or state habitat conservation
plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

- a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined i §15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archaeological resowrce pursnant to §15064.5?

<) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
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Potentially
ificant Impact

Less Than
Significant
n Mitigation
lorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

d) Disturb any humnan remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

=]

VL GEOLOGY & SOILS: Would the project:

Expose people or stnuctures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of Joss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

1) Swong seismic ground shaking?

11} Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

88

iv) Landslides?

)

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially resuht in on- or off-site Jandslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, hiquefaction or collapse?

E I

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined i Table 18-1-B of
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks
to life or property?

) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

=}

VIL. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS B
Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foresecable upset and accident conditions
involving release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

[}

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a resnlt, wonld it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?

‘| €) For a project located within an airport land use plan o1,
‘where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the project resuit in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the area?

f).For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would '
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?
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Potentially
ificant bnpact

Less Than
Significant
h Mitigation
orporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Ne
Impact

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
 plan?

a

]

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of Joss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences
are intermixed with wildlands?

VIIL. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the
project: i

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would
be a niet deficit in aquifer volume or a Jowering of the local
groundwater table levet (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level that would not
support existing Jand uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage patiern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream os niver, in a2 manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, mchiding through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner that would resuh in flooding on- or
off-site?

¢€) Create or contribute nmoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems
or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that
would impede or redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death mvolving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam?

J) Inmdation by tsunami, or muedflow?

DX. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:

Physically divide an established community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
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Potentially
ificant Impact

Less Than
Significant
b Mitigation
orperation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

c¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat consesvation plan or
natural community conservation plan?

0

X. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the residents
of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a Jocal general
plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

X1. NOISE: Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

[l

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

rl

c) A substantial pernanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

[l

ml

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

¢) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use anrport, would the project expose
people residing-or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels? .

[

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

]

XI1. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, cither
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial pumbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XHL PUBLIC SERVICES

‘Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable sexvice ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public sexvices:

Fire protection?

Ix
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Environmental Significance Checklist

project from existing or new entitlements and resources?

Potentially Less Than Less Than Ne
ificant Impact Significant Significant Impact
h Mitigation Impact
. orporation
Police protection? dJ c j X
Schools? 8] G ad X
Parks? 0. ] =} X
Other public facilities? 8] 0 O X
XIV. RECREATION:
a) Would the project increase the use of existing o u} 0 X
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require o C o X
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:
a) Cause an increase m traffic that is substantial in relation to ) C 2 X
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.c.,
result in a substantial increase in cither the number of vebicle
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intessections)?
b) Exceed, either individually or comulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county congestion o o S X
management agency for designated roads or highways?
) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including eijther an [u] s} 3 X
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that resnlts in
substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a desiga feature (e.g:, D ] i} X
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses?
¢€) Result m imadequate emergency access? O ] [ X
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? ju] C ] X
£) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs ] 8] ] X
supporting altemative transportation? :
XVI1. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the
project: :
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the a 5] ] X
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
'b) Result in the construction of new water or wastewater O 0 n} X
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?
c) Require or result in the construction of new stonn water n} ] o X
_drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
. effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 8] a u} X
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Potentially
hificant hnpact

Less Than
Significant
h Mitigation
lorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

¢} Result in a detennination by the wastewater treatment
provider that serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider's existing commitments?

[N

[}

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

XVIL MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the nuimber or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate ymportant
examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

3

b) Does the project have unpacts that are individually imited,
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in conmection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?

(]

c) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, ecither directly or
indirectly?

g
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Public Review and Comment

Appendix B: Public Review and Comment

1.1 Summary

This appendix describes the public review and comment process for the draft
environmental document (DED), and responds to public comments. The DED described
two possible locations for the new Uvas Creek bridge: immediately upstream or north of
the existing one, Alternative A, and immediately downstream or to the south, Alternative
B. Of the two alternatives presented in the Initial Study, Caltrans has selected Alternative
A, the northern alignment. Alternative B has been dropped from consideration. The
Negative Declaration based on this document relates only to the northem alignment,
Alternative A.

In addition to addressing environmental issues, several commenters also indicated their
bridge alignment preference. Of 18 opinions expressed by commenters, 16 favored the
northern alignment, which Caltrans has selected; and 2 favored the southern alignment.
The Gilroy City Council also adopted a resolution in favor of the northern alignment.

1.2 Organizations and Individuals Contacted _
The project was presented to a combined public meeting of the Gilroy City Council and
Planning Commission on Monday January 9, 2006. A publicly advertised informational
meeting was held in the City of Gilroy at the South Valley Middle School on Thursday
January 12, 2006. In addition to a newspaper announcement in the Gilroy Dispatch a
meeting notice was directly mailed to the organizations and individuals listed on Figure

3

14.

Figure 14: Organizations and Individuals Contacted

Elected Officials

The Honorable Barbara Boxer

United States Senator

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein

United States Senator

The Honorable Mike Honda Congressman, 15 th Califomia District

The Honorable Elaine Alquist Califoria State Senator (District 13)

The Honorable Abel Maldonado California State Senator, 3rd District :

The Honorable John Laird Califomnia State Assemblymember, 22 nd District

The Honorable Simon Salinas California State Assemblymember, 20 th District

Mr. Pete McHugh Chairperson, Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors
- ) Individuals and Organizations :

Ms.Lisa Dobbins Executive Director, Action Pajaro Valley

Mr. Eugene Y. Leong

Executive Director, Association of Bay Area Govenunents

Mr. Dean Munn Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments.
"|Mr. Tom Peradi Bay Area Air Quality Management District

Mr. Dan Fish Bonfante Gardens Inc.

Mr. Robert Hight California Department of Fish and Game

Mr. Carl Wilcox California Department of Fish and Game

Ms. Barbara Cook

California Department of Toxic Substances Contro}
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Public Review and Comment

Mr. Jerry Tidwell

California Highway Patrol

Ms. Diane Eidam

Califomia Transporiation Commission

Manager Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
Ms. Melissa Durkin v City Planner, City of Gilroy

Mr. Bill Faus Planning Manager, City of Gilroy

Mr. Bill Card Planning Manager, City of Hollister

Mr. Michael Holland

Senior Planner, City of Los Banos

Mr. Bill Nicholson

Planning Director, City of Merced

Mr. Jim Row Planning Manager, City of Morgan Hill
Ms. Jenny Mahoney Planning Manager, City of Salinas
Mr. Larry Cain City Manager, City of San Bautista

Ms. Stephen Haase

Director of Planning, City of San Jose

Mr. Hans Larsen

City of San Jose Transportation Depanmént

Mr. John Doughty

Director of Community Development, City of Watsonvijle

Mr.Bill Knoff

Vice President, Commuter Alliance

Ms. Lisa Berg

Rideshare Coordinator, Council of San Benito Governments

Mr. Richard Scagliotti

Council of San Benito Govermments

Mr. Scott Hennessy

Director of Planning and Building, County of Monterey

Mr. Rob Mediola Director of Planning and Building, County of San Benito
Chair Gilroy Elks Lodge No. 1567

Manager Gilroy Golf Course

Librarian Gilroy Public Library

Owner Goldsmith Seeds Inc.

Chair Director, Greenbelt Alliance

Chair Hoey Family Partnership

Owner Hoey Ranch Company

Mr. Steve Heminger

Executive Director, Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Mr. Steve T. Kinsey

Chair, Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Mr. Marc Roddin

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Regulatory Branch ‘National Marine Fisheries Service

Mr. Larry Myers Native American Heritage Commission

Ms. Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA Office of Historic Preservation

Manager : Pacific Gas and Electic Company

Josephine and Jess Arias Property owner

Mary and George Besson Property owner

Richard and Barbara Blocher Property owner

Ms. Gemma Castro Property owner

Mr. Conald Christopher Property owner

Debra and Samuel Cruz Property owner

Patricia and Joseph Giacaone Property owner

Harry A. Giretti Property owner

Clyde Griewing Property owner

Mr. James Suner Property owner

Ms. Elizabeth Thomas Propesty owner

Manager Public Utilittes Commission

Mr. Kent Haggerty Raleys

Ms. Ann Draper Director of Planning, Santa Clara County

Mr. Peter Kutras Santa Clara County Executive

Mr. Michae! Murdter Director, Santa Clara County

Mr. John Ristow Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
- |Ms. Sue Tippetts Santa Clara Valley Water District

Ms. Colleen Haggerty Santa Clara Valley Water District

Mr. Barry Boulton

Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter

Mr. Kurt Michielssen

South Valley National Bank

Ms. Teity Roberts

State Clearinghouse

Mr. Walt Allen

Senior Transportation Planner, Transportation Agency for Monterey County

‘Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement, Route 152
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Regulatory Branch

U. S. Amny Corps of Engineers

Region9 - U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

Mr. Gary Hamby

U.S. Department of Transportation

Ms. Tina Rodriguez

Verizon Communications

1.3 Comments and Responses

1.3.1 Overview

This section includes comments received at the public meeting, other correspondence,

and the Department’s response. Figure 15 lists comments received by author. The text
of each comment and the Department’s response appears on the following pages in the

order histed on Figure 15.

Figure 15: List of Comments Received

Reference | Commenter
Organizations
1 Barrie D. Coate and Associates
2 Bonfante Gardens
3 City of Gilroy
4 Gilroy Historical Society
5 Santa Clara Valley Water District
6 Save Open Space — Gilroy
7 South Valley Streams for Tomorrow
Individuals
8 Arthur Barron
9 Chris Cote
10 Frank Hastings
11 Roberta H. Hughan
12 Tom Muniz
13 Tom and Jane Olcot
14 Andy Ordons
15 Emelinda Puente Jr.
16 Jack Richards
17 Connie Rogers
18 Carolyn Tognotti
19 Carolyn A. Straub and Stephen L. Mc Henry
20 Dean Moon
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BARRIE D. COATE
mngﬁ ASSOC!ATES Comment #1

Lot Gatos, TA 65033
3409)353- 1052

Jared Goldhne.

CalTrans, District 4

Office of Environmentat Analysns
Mail Station $B

PO Box 23660

:Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Mr. Goldfine: -

I enclose a copy of aletter I prepared for Carolyn T ognem a membet of a committes
committed 1o preserving the row of old Deodara Cedars which line the south side of a
lower portion of H‘t’:cke’f Pass Highway in Gilroy.

Joan- Spencer amemiber of the City of Gilroy City Council asked me to send you a copy
along with mfonnanon about the longevity of Deodara Cedars.

In:my experience, Deodara Cedars are one of the longest lived species commonly used in
California Jandscapes.

Specimens planfed in 1922 south of Wellman Hall at UC Berkeley are:60” or more in
height, still.in vigotéuéfhedlihy' condition.

'In Plants that Merit Attenhon, Velume 1 by the Garden Chub of America, mature fine
‘specimens are-mentiotied from the Natiopal Arboretum in Washmgton DC to the
University.of" Georgta and at: Stryburg Axboretum, San Francisco, and Filoh Gardens,
Woodside.

:-,A specmen atthe San Dnnas ‘Mansion in San Dimas is 118 years-old and: still vigorous
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Response to Comment #1: The commenter provided information on the Deodara or
Deodar Cedars that constitute the tree row and expressed the view that the project design
should place a high value on this resource. This is considered to be one of 16 expressions
of support for the northern alignment option (Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section
1.1.
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Comment #2

Janary 19, 2006

Mir. Jared D. Goldfine

District Branch Chief

Caltrans

P.0. Box 23660

Oakland, California 94623—0660

RE:  Uvas Creek Bridge Reconstruction
Dear Mr. Goldfine:
Borifante Gardens, a 501 C 3 charitable. not-for-pmﬁt corporat:on, appreciates the

oppommxty to comment on the Uvas Creck Bridge project. ‘Our. comments and concerns
are listed below:

_Cloiu'g We were pleased 1 te]eam at theJanuary 12* openhousetbat no
ten)poralyroadclosmare 1 for Highway 152 and that $teps will
be taken to minimize traffic delaysand complications during: construction.
Increasing attendarice over the next several years is an important goal for
Bonfante Gardens, and it would be unfortunate if traffic cong&stlon due'to
construction work was' ahmdmneeto park attendance.

e | Atsomepommtheﬁlt\n'e,attaﬁcsxgmlatthe
entrancemBonﬁnneGardmsmaybewanamed ‘Fo the extent possible,
the-final bridge design should address this:possibility to'minimize or
eliminzte firture modifications-to the bridge- mﬂ/orennaneetothepark.

thiv Cinrtis Trvest
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! isiti 3 ing If the “northern”
altexmuve is sebcted it appears that Caltrans may have to acquire a small
amount of land along the frontage of the 5.7 acres. Because fairly large
set backs from the creeks will be required, it is:important that we retain as
!mmhlmildnblehndarm as possible. Therefore, we hope the ultimate
‘Beidge design will minimize or eliminate the acquisition of Bonfante.
dens land along the 152 frontage. In addition, if some of the existing
ping must be removed and replanted, we-expect that similar size
-and-quality tree/shirub specimens will be-used:(see note below). -Becaise
‘the major focus of Bonfante Gardens is horticulture, it is-vital that the
'ﬁomagelandswpmg along our properties be.of the very highest guality.
Note: Michael Bonfante, founder of Bonfante Gardens
and one of our Board Members, believes that the large
Deadora Cedar trees and the multi-trunk Crepe Myrtles that
have been planted along the 5.7 acre frontage may be able
to be removed, boxed:and replanted once the bridge and
‘roadway work is completed. We would Iike to discuss this
possibility with you before landscape redesign plans are
prepared.

“Caliran '..has proposed seveml aesmencany pleasmg dwxgns forthc
mrthem option-wall. We believe that the architectural treatment of the
-wall should appear “natural” and fit within the context of this scenic
-cortidor of Highway 152.

- Contact Informahon Please add ChmrmanBob Kmncr

aticé for your careful consideration:of our comments and concems. 'We
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Response to comment #2:
e This is one of 16 expressions of support for the northern alignment option:
(Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.

e The letter also identified non-environmental issues concerning the project’s
relationship to adjacent properties. These will be addressed through separate direct
coordination with property owners.
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City of Gilrop

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Februaiy 16. 2006

Jared Gioldfing

CalTrams, District 4

Office of Environmental Analysis
Mail Station 8B Comment #3
.. Box 23660

Ookhawd, CA 94623-bbbp

RE:  City Connsl Action on Hecker Pass Highway Alignmoent

Dean Mr. Goldfine,

At their January 23, 2006 meofing, the Gilroy City Council reviewed CalTrans's. propased alierative
alignments o acosmnuadate the recensiniction of the Hhas Creck Bridpe, The Council passed.a motion to
rocominend that CalTrans sclea the Alicrative A aligement.

The City Conncil has not yet maxdé a recommendation for the alignment of Hecker Pass Highway through
the Hecker Pass Specific Plan area.  Stafd and the applicant are evrrently - researching additional

information that the Council will usa: to-make thal decision. 1 will Jei. you. know ais soon'as they make a
recomaiiendation on this strect aligiment.

“Please contact me (»:u.).‘i).xd&—mﬁm\r{tjgljggz_w_j.;g;)gn~l§ apcrgibroy.cans iFyou have any questions.

Respeetfully,

Planncer 1

Response to comment #3:
This is one of 16 expressions of support for the northern alignment option (Altemative A)
noted in Appendix B Section1.1.
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Comment #4
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ciety, we are limiting our

ant .and: handsonie
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Response to comment #4:

4A: In our analysis we concluded that the southern alignment option by itself would not
cause a substantial adverse change in the historic significance of the tree row. Caltrans
agrees that the cumulative impact of this and other planned projects would be adverse and
potentially significant. The cumulative impacts discussion in Section 2.3.4 of the initial
study has been modified to reflect this. The negative declaration issued for this project
applies only to the northern alignment, which has no significant visual or cultural
resource impacts.

4B: This is one of 16 expressions of support for the northern alignment option
(Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.
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Jared Goldfine, AICP

District Branch Chiet

Office of Environmental Analysis—District 4

510/286-6203 (ph.) 510/286-6374 (fax) _

——- Forwarded by Jared Goldfine/DO4/Caltrans/CAGov on 01/27/2006 09:07 AM —

¥ Arroyo® To: Jared_goldfing®dol.ca.gov>
01126/2006 06:31 PM Declaration . :
Dear Mr. Golifise, o L

The Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) has reviewed the Initial Study and Proposed Negative
Declaration for the subject project, received on December 19, 2005. The District has the followiig comments:

1. The Initial Study does oot inchide any discussion on potential impacts to flooding conditions from the
pew bridge. The Initial Study should discuss the design parameters of the new bridge relative to
existing flooding condifions. Also, the Initial Study shonld discuss how flooding conditions:may be
impected during the winter season when there will be 2 bridges located in Uvas Creek. Additionally,
the statement alone that the new bridge will have one pier opposed to the 3 piersin the existing
bridge does not necessarily mean that the pew bridge will have lessimpact on Uvas Creek’s habitat
or future erosion potential. If thi¢ proposed single pier is not appropriately located, il may have a
greater impact on Uvas Creek than (he existing bridge.

2. District Ordinance 83-2 requires issuance of a District permit for any work within 50 feet of the lop
of bank of Uvas Creek. 2 sets of construction plans should be sent for our review-and issiance of a
periiiit prior to start of construction. '

3. Without a drawing showing the plin view aignment of the 2 alternatives, it is difficult to tell which
alternative may bave 2 bigger impact on flovding in Uvas Creek. Grading and bridge construction
will need to be snch that there is o increase in water sorface elevations in Uvas Creek from those
sliown on Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps. A FEMA flvodvway is designated
in this reach of Uvas Creek. A hydraplic analysis should be prepared to show the new bridge will not
inicrease FEMA water surface elevations, The District also recommends the bridge be desigried to
accomodate 100- year design flows ideiitified by the United States Army Corps of Esigineers (ACOE)

- during the study of the Uvas Criek levee insprovements Jocated further downstream. The ACOE
design flows are larger than the FEMA 100-year flood flows. _ o

4. Biologically, the District would favor the southern alternative since it appears to impact Jess riparian

and riverine habitat from the information provided.

Your cover letter states "The deadline for submitting comments, should you wish to'do so, is Jannary 26,
2006." However on page iii, it states the deadline Is Janvary 23,2006, We reguestfolly request that you
inchidé out conements inte your file for consideration.

" Yvonne Arroyo
Ph (408) 265-2607, extension 2319
Fax (408)979-5635 )
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Response to Comment #5:

5A: Detailed bridge design will be accomplished by the Caltrans Structures unit based in
Sacramento, which has extensive experience designing similar facilities throughout the
state. The design phase will include back-flow calculations to determine water surface
elevations and account for temporary obstructions, such as extra bridge piers, and a scour
analysis to determine a pier location and/or pile depth that minimizes or withstands scour
consistent with other design considerations. Current Structures design parameters specify
that the design flood is designated as the greater of either the level that has a 2% chance
of being exceeded in any given year (Q50) or the "flood of record” with 0.6m freeboard.
Specifications also note that the bridge be designed convey the Q100 base flood without
freeboard. Recommendations made in this letter will be forwarded to the Caltrans
structures unit and incorporated if feasible.

It would not be cost effective to conduct detailed hydraulics studies prior to selecting a
build alternative. Based on analysis conducted thus far however, it is clear that neither
proposed bridge location poses any unique design challenges. The new bridge will be
better than the existing one in terms of its impact on hydrology/water quality and
constructing it will not have a significant impact on the environment.

5B Caltrans will obtain the permit. Figure 4 of the Initial Study has been revised to
reflect this.

5C: See response SA above.

5D: This is one of two expressions of support for the southern alignment option
(Alternative B) noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.
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Save Open Space — Gilroy
769. Santa Theresa Drive

miental Planner ‘
Transportation, Disirict 4
ron'mémal;‘P.]anning, Mail Station 6
ventie '

and Caltforma 94612

" Comment #6.

‘Subject: Initial Study, Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement
' Santa Clara County, California

ment. We are a local envnrohxﬁént’al grass roots group with broad mte’résts
e agricultural and scenic areas of south Santa:Clara County. As sich, we
the City’s General Plan Commxttee and the Hecker Pass Specific Plan

oject =at:.our meetmg on Jarmary 18"' whnch was s also attended by Mayor Al
- ¥ We want to.submit the folIowmg ‘comments:

> o
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“historici mlegn

Visual-and Aesthetic Impacts
If the southem ahgmnent is carried out and 15 cedar trees are removed the vxsual impacts
will be sxgmﬁcant. Tlns will reduce the tree row by two tenths of a mile, reduce the
the:row and substantially alter the- ‘suaj charactér of the area. The
only shrubs, complete changmg the feelmgof entenng

The visual effect of thenonhem ahg,nment will also’ be changed by the addition of the
retammg wall:at the corner of Burchell Road. Although several: ‘non-historic trees on the
hill will meed to be removed, we like the idea of a natural looking retaining wall and tiink:
it actually improves the aesthetics if the wall-looks like natural rock.

We completely dlsagree with section 2.2.4, which states’ that there are no cumulative
nmpacts ‘on scenic resources; and that the project i is consistent with the Hecker Pass
e Plan. The Speclﬁc Plan states. repeatedly states *lhat the goal isto preserve the

eastem:sectxoh whlch the City is consxdenng would remove 30: ceda: trees. This, if
coupled mth the southern -alignment of the: bridge, would: totally reinove 45 of the
mmammg 115 ceda:s Ieavmg ‘only half of the osiginal 1401

The complete length'uf the: hxstonc cedar row not only sefves-as-an entryway to the City,
' > ection Ve Bonfante Gardens, onr premiere tourist
is tre _-centered. Tlus areahasbeenfeamwdennsetande

= o
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Cultaral and Historic Resources

CalTrans has verified that the entire tree row (1.3 iniles long) is eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places due to its association with the natxonmde beautification
movernent in.the I%@s"{often implemented through Arbor Day. plantmgs. This civie
|mpmvement -effost was carried-out by school children undet the: auspm of the Rotary
Club. At the isine ). many other oommumuqs had s iar tieg.yow plantmgs,
Ys Watsonv:lle‘ The s’igﬁiﬁmce of G:lmy sD ra Cedar

"pr/eserve this stale-o v Mm resouarce tor its enhre lengﬂl
Comnlative lmpacts

The Initial Study refers to the Hecker Pass Specific Plan of the City of Gilroy, but fails to
analyze or include:any of the'imipacts created by the Plan’s intersections with Hwy. 152.
Save Open Space ~Gllrey feels ‘very strongly that the imipacts of the Specific Plan,
especially as they rélate fo-the road alignment and the: eedar row;, must.be: considered
simultaneously with:the bridge replacement. Since thie: trees-aré in the right of way and
area state-owned o monrce, Cal'[‘rans, as-a state: agency mnst do its. \nmost to

Oc\
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Specific Plan, therefore no impacts to them were revealed. Additionally, the Technical
Appendix to the Specific Plan, mentions widening, but gives no details about the
intersection improvements or their impacts to the cedars.

The HPSP EIR discusses the criteria and significance of the National Register and the
Cilifornia Register. It mentions the City General Plan Policy, 5,01 which says the. City
will encourage "public ¢ pn‘vate preservation eﬂ‘oﬂx of "buildings, architectural sites
and andmarks.” ‘But there is NO méntion of cedars:or less of historic resources or
zmp.acts\ é,_f cedar removal.

’I‘he EIR says that the "HPSP mcludcs speqﬁc pohcy and plans for both East and West
mtersecnon 1mprovemems. However thedmpacts for traffic were addressed, but not the
impacts on the trees or the Hoey historic home and garden.

Mitigation Measures listed in the HPSP EIR state the following:

#18 - The apphcants are responsible for widening 152 to'4 lanes between Santa
;'I’heresa and the East i mtemecum "Removal of cedar trees must be avoided wherever
poss:ble and improvements 3 areto be. consistent with State Scenic Highway gnidelines.”

#19 - The apphcants are responsible for upgrading Hwy: 152 to a 2 lane agterial
'f:om the East intersection nfante Gardens intersection. "Removal of cedartrees
must be avoided whmver_pgssliblé.'

In short, because the: Emifor the' Hecker Pass Specific Plan:lacks many pieces of
mformabou, and. newinfommho Tiai eome to. hght since nt was. wntﬁen (that ﬂ:e

Thank you for the opportumty to comment-on thé Initial Study. We look: forward to
working with both CalTrans and The City. of Gilroy to resolve these issues.

- 74 Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement



Public Review and Comment

Response to comment #6:

6A: This is orie of 16 expressions of support for the northern alignment option
(Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.

6B: The Department agrees that removal of trees would constitute "a moderate to high.
adverse visual impact" if the southern alignment were selected. (Section 2.2.3.2). This
alternative has been dropped in favor of the northern alignment alternative, which does
not adversely impact the tree row

6C: The Department agrees that there would be a cumulative adverse impact on historic
properties if the southern alignment were selected. See also the response for comment 7
M below.
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South Valley

Streants For Tomorrow
P.0. Box 1409

San Martm, CA 95046

3 -433@ (volce &' fax)

'_ Comment #7 v

PO, Box 23660
Oakiand, CA 94623 |

Dear Mr Goldﬁne

: lnmal Study and Proposed Negative Declaratlon for the
Uvas Creek Bridge Replacement Project, Santa CIara 60unty
i ' 04-SCL-1 52-KP 0: 408/0 522 - '

‘ G cemments for your oonsuderanon regardingthe Initial Study (IS) and
claration (PND):for the proposed Uvas Cr¢ Bndge Fieplacement‘
on: Route 152__wost of Giiroy, Santa Clara Com ty:

/ that Uvas Creek is des:gnated assteelhead Crmcal Habnat Uvas
ject ' n,d%rgnatedbythe Nabonal Marineﬁshen&e :

> =
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Mr. Jared Goldfine
January 16, 2006
Page 'Two

The proposed Pro;ect will alter the streambed and banks of Uvas Creek and' may r&umn )
"~ potentia adverseunpactstaselectfmmresofsteelheadCrmeabnat includingwater - -

identifiedir lmpadtoiheeoologml ¢f
,steelhwd_ Habnatasadeﬁned,specuﬁcsensmvehabnat '

-shotil pfewdeafocused assessment of | hal lmpac'tstothe keyfeatures
dsteelreadCMGalHabltatandmelﬁwaensofmtssensbvehabnatSwhan
assessment of potential impacts to federally-designated steethead Critical Habitatis

g -ladyrelevantbecauseofmerJectsnexuswafederalagencymeUS

nt of Transportation.

3 'me Project employs a coffeérdam and streamflow divers:on channel to mmgate potential
impacts to water quality, streambed habitats, biological resources, and fish passage.
Unfortunately, the IS: fails to identify the type of cofferdam to be used and the best
management practices (BMPs) to be engpé

of-the cofferdam.and diversion channel. Selection of an mappropnate type of cofferdam
(suchas.an eanhendam) and use of improper methods of construction, operation and .
rermioval could resultin adverse environmental impacts: stich as streambed erosion, -
increased mrbldity, streambed siltation, interruption of streamﬂow edferdam failure, etc.

The IS fails to prmnde enough nrﬂonnanmabomme pr coﬂerdamanddrveraon
dwamelmaﬂowmepwlwanddeasmnakelsmdetecmmeﬁmemoposedmmgaton
achmwﬂ_ac&allynﬁhgﬁepotenhahmpacﬁbale&eﬂnnagiﬁmmbvdam#ﬂewwe
any-poter ‘environmental effects associated with the construction, operation
-andfemvatdﬁeedfe:dmnanddmondannelAfxﬂd&empbonofﬂetyped
wﬁes;dgféamm ruction, operabonandremovalBMPsshouldbeprovrdedma
revi o ’

4 Arevised IS should tdenhfy that an Enwronmemauy Sensitive Area (ESA) willbe
establishedforme hve éhannel as partof Prqeclmmgatmn

- B PropctaatmbesonUvasCreekdumgtheJuneﬁngh1SSeasonofmrk
for activities within the streambed have the potential to resuitin the "take” of steelhead, a
_ WeatemdspeaespmwantmuEFederalEndangeredSpeaesActandaCaMom -
~ ‘Species of Special Conc

kit ho Pojoct ea prinidos summos earg o
) Zbeprwemmmeprqeda,ea ; :

sof

s to some: md'Mdua! features of Critical Habitat have: been - |

wq'

oyed in the construction, operation and remdval

ol

o
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- ‘way of an approximately 80-foot long diversion
' -m:grmu;nwaterd@meg‘wx:fmandamanmmﬂow.f

Mr. Jared Goldfine
January. 16, 2006
Page Three

6. The proposed Project w:ll provide connectivity for hshandaquahc mﬂ:fespeues(ﬁsh

ampl'nbiansandrepnlee)ﬁroughlhep‘ ct area during the two years of project work by
channel. channel will provide a

d59feetper=_(l_s

All work\mtmnmestreambed wmbeiimnedtomepeofdunewttvoughober 15of

. -eachyear, andﬁnswmbemeseasanofoperabonformediversmmarm Th:s:soutsme
the aduit steelhead mlgratlon season for:Uvas Creek.

However, during this time of the year juvemle steelhéad. move:both upstream and
downstream while rearing within the stream reach. The diversion channel must provide for
this two-way movement. it has been recommended by NMFS for other project sites on
‘Uvas Creek that the plastic-lined channel should be:lined with.cobble-sized stones to deter
predation by making the juvenile fish less conspicuous as they pass through the channel;
‘that there be:no impedimenis to fish movement in the channel; and that flow velocities in the
channel match those present upstteam and downstream atthe time of work.

It should be noted ina revised lSthat the Nawnal Maiine Fi shenes Service recommends
that the maximum average water velocity for juvenile steelhead upstream passage should
notexceed 1.foot per second (fps), and in somecases over short distances 2 fps may be
allowed (Guidelines for Salmonid Passage at Stream Crossings, NMFS, September
2001). The 80-foot Project diversion channel should be designed to prowde amaxamum
average flow velocity-no greaterthan 1 fpstofaaﬁtate\pstfeam movement of juvenile
steelhead. Failtre to provide for upstream:movement of juverile steethead: through the
ProyectareawouldconshmteasgmﬁcantadverseunpactpursuamtoCEQA -

7. Monterey reach (Lawma symmezm:us subditis), a Caufomna Spectes of Special
Concem, is known to'inhabit Uvas Creek; meludmglhe Prejectarea. Thxsrwdentﬁsh
species will be affected by Project.activities. :

A revised IS should mc!ude Menterey roach in F"lgure 10 “Spec:al—Status Wildhfe Species
with: Potential Habitat in the Project Area”, and'include Monterey roach; nmeassessmentof

Pro;ect impacts to spec:al slatus species

8. 1tis reasomblyt"‘ s able that pile work (andperhapspier demolition) will encounter
- underflow. or groundwater; and ring:of pile work sites
mm%mmmwemyw The:IS delers identifica

- ﬂ;egxbucwand;w gt measw SUE

=

Q\l

sl
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Mr. Jared Goldiine
January 16, 2006
Page Four

Arevised IS should i ‘mmmgatwn(s)tobeempbyed orat:a minimum,
-ndemfythespecnﬁcwater i 'opbons whcchCamamw:Hsebct‘aﬁnalmeasure
; pu%ggdewatemgwatermaakertammordfsrte 0sa eermpmthe :

'wamrm o systetn before being discharged onto an upland area.

9 Regardingmmgabonoipotemalwaterquamympactsmgewal thelSstatec Ca[rransv

- has determined that compliance with standard water quality regulatory and permit -
_requirements will assure that project water quality impacts arejess:than s:gmfmm (. 27)

“Best Management Prachces (BMPs) stated in the CalTrans NPDES and the Construcuon
General Permits will be incorporated into this project to reduce the discharge of poﬁutams
both during construction and permanently, to the maximum extent practicable.” ( IS p.28).

| Unfonunately the IS fails 10 identify s:te—speaﬁclpro;ect—spec:ﬁc water: qualny mitigation
requirements and BMPs to support the determination of | less-than-significant impact.
Identification of water quahly BMPs (mitigation) is deferred to future actions (|S p. 28):

Constructlon Site BMPs *will be speciﬁed in ihe SWPPP tobe: developed during
construction”

Permanent Des:gn BMPs “will be developed uring the desrgn phase.”
~ Permanent Treatment BMPs *will be devetoped dunng the dwgn phase

lnmeabSemedldenhﬁedsit

potenﬁalimpadslowaterqualilyhave mfact,beennnngatedtoaless- an-significant

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15070(b), a negative declaration maybeusedonly

'where impacts are mitigated “to-a.point where clearly no significanteffects would =~ .
CL dec 'Derelsnodemonstranonmmel that "dlearly” no significant-

A revnsed lSslwuld at a mnmmum identify the basehne sute-speuﬁclprqect-speciﬁc water

' % @wrememsmclwmgBMPsthatwwdcleany'_ , s lhatnmpac\s'
n mitigated to a: lese-man-sgmﬁmmlevel : .
10, 'melSldemiﬁesmat.arrmmumof012—ha(03acfee)ofweﬂandwillbed‘recuy
v vaﬁmd bythe rojectHewever identification.of- e thitigation,

=~

lies mgahon xsdefeﬂedm.ﬁmzemmanonand,.jl_-.

]
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Mr. Jared Goldfine
January 16, 2006
Page Five ‘

Arewsed!Ssrmﬁdidenufyspeeoﬁcmrnga sforPre im ctstoweﬂandhabnat,orat'
- aminimizm, identify mib mpmmmm) mdem%aﬁstratethatlmctswmbe

:mbd 10 a l&cs-than-

'11 ThePro;eclwm r&smtmtheremova!otasmstanhalnunmerdtre&emelsmteson
page 34 that "Removal of farge trees will be mitigated at a ratio of five to-one”, with-no
reference to sgcm whereas, on page 35 the IS states that trees wi!lberep!aced "ata
ratoof 5to 1 largeoaktreesand1 to 1 for others™. Further, on page 35 the IS states that
“Creek-bed mitigation will involve a mixed riparian planting treatment that includes willow -
- ...blackberry, ... sycamore.... ard cottonwood...” . Itis not clear whether large riparian trees
wﬂlbereplawdatmem mmgatmnratnoormm -1 mitigation ratio. ltlsnotclearwhemerthe
5:1 ratio applies onlytooaktrees

A revised IS should define what constitutes a "large” tree for purpose of replaangatthes 1
-mitigation ratio-and what constitutes the size criteria for replacing trees at the-1:1 mi

ratio. Also, clarification should'be provided as 1o whether the. 5.1 ratio applies only fo.oak -
trees. To provide clarification, the revised IS should include a table identifying the species
“and number of frees ta be replawd anhe51 raboandmespea%andnwnberofre%to
bereplacedatthe1 A ratio.

Smoenpananhabﬂat:scmsderedasensshvehabﬂat.lossoftreesfromﬂushabﬁatns
. commonly mitigated-at ratios of -3:1 , 5:1 or greater. Employing a replacement ratio.of 1:1
forlow of matmenpanamre&cwowdbemdequate and, mouropmm womdnotrecmoe

mempactw a l&es—than-s;gmﬁwwt level
12, Emnromnemal Slgnﬁcance Checkhst

Basedomnformahonmﬂ)ete)dofthels ltnsdearmatseveralofthed)edcﬁst
: designa gacf’or “Less Than Significant

j COMY 1eadas "L ignificant With Mitigation .

lncorporabd’ﬂlelnltalsmdytextdoesnotmomilewmmmeddlst o

G =

-
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Mr. Jared Goldfine
Januag' 16, 2006
Page Six

‘However, IS Section 2.4-identifies potential impacts to water quahty and proposes
mitigation measures: “Exposed land surfacesandconsmmonaehvuywﬂtmeaseme

_potential for water pollution. due to-erosion”; dewatering activities may require *S
‘Provisions™ {o.protect water. quality;; MP will_be iated nno the proje

“ 4he discharge of pollutants, both consts 10 the maxin
extent practicable™; the contractor will »; eq‘unedtafolbwmeprmonsoiamﬁpecrﬁc
"water pollution control plan to-avoid “pollution during construction, i

_heavy equipment out of the water; a cofferdam and stream diversion will be installed to
- prevent construction activities from. adverselyaffecbnngasCreekbyexcludingwamrfron
Meworkareasdmngbndgeanddemoﬁhon

Even CalTrans’ determination that compﬁanee with standard water quality regulatory and
permit conditions will assure that pro;ect ‘water quality impacts are less than
significant” (IS p. 27, emphasis added) confirms that there are potential water quality
impacts associated with the Project and, therefore, the *No Impacts” designation does not
apply. In order to reduce water quality impacts to a less-than-significant level, numeros .
mitigation measures are required fo avoid and minimize these wnpacts.

The proper Checklist designation for water quality impacts (such as rmpact category VIl f)
mshould be "Less than Significant With Mmgatlon Inoorporated' A revised IS:should provnde
correction.

Example 2: Biological Rmrc&s

,TheChecldlstdesugnatesallm wtegenwas‘lmﬂmanSigmﬁcanf‘ Formpaet
- categories V. a through.d, theare_r~' toJess-than-sk ntlevelsonly.
mmughmeemploymemdmemmgamnmeaswes;demiﬁedm Section 2.5. These
_mitigation measures avoid, minimize and/or compensate for various potential adverse
_nmpactsto biological resources. Without these mitigation measures, mempactswouldbe
nificant and unavoidable. Examplas |ndude

‘mecoﬁerdamanddwersnmchamelm testjectunpactstotm:novementof
- ml-smtusspeu% swhassteelhead red-lfrog,swthwestempendhxtleam

ey roach

o ﬁ- Beplaangtrew removedbyme . _quctat(
o i,_:'.,_-pmwﬁes compermtory mibigation

81
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Mr. Jared Goldfine
January 16, 2006
Page even

~Theloa$ef 0 12—ha (03 acre)ofweﬂandmmat.aserMVeand regulated habltat, wﬂl
‘:eqmeeempensatorynuhgaum :

n orderm reduoePrqect lmpacls to bnologml tesources. to a l&es—than—sugmﬁcam level
numerous mitigation measures are required 1o avoid, minimize andior compensate’ ‘these
impacts. The: pr Checklist designation for bl)cal resources impacts IV. a throuighd’
‘should be L&ss n Significant With Mmgabon lncorporated' A revised IS should .
provide this: eorreeuon

Example 3. Aesthencs
The: Checklist designates all impact categories as“No lmpad’ However, contrary to
" CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(d)(3), no supporting evidence is prov:ded in Chapter 2,
- Figure 5: the “No Adverse Impact Determinations Summary™. This fatal flaw-requires
eorrectron ina: revused IS. :

The Projec ssoumemaﬁgnmentaltematwewm resuitin the removal of 15 Deodar Cedar

rees, representing 13% of the Deodar Cedar Row. These trees are ﬂenhﬁedmtr;elSasa:

scenic resource. Hemoval of these trees may have e potential 1o “substantially degrade
meexrsbngvsualdtaracterorqualnyofmesneandnssmomdings' mpactwtegorylc

Ve:a mﬁwradverseeffecton scenic r&somcesandtempora degra

3] clhiaracter orqu ‘ 3t area’, and. removalofthe15wdarsdo&s
1stitute degradation.of a seenic resouree that, v‘cithm-tmmgahon, could be S
considered a: moderale-hlgh adverse vlsual impact under CEQA". (JS p. 17
emphasus added)

This detenmnahon obviously does not support a Cheekhst dw tion of “No lmpad’ To:

the confrary, it supports.a designation of “Less Than Significa MMmganon
Incorperawd' for unpact categoryl c. Arevised ISshould provnde this oonetmou

13 Preregahve Declarabon (PND) |

=<
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Mr. Jared Goldfine
January 16, 2006
Page Eight

numerous mmgaﬁon measurm to avoid, minimize and/or:
ISe € vsrenmehtal’mmmmgabonmeaswwwhe!her
; jeneral in: tion, have beenincorporated into'the Project -~ Ihe
2 bymemmgaled negaﬁ\wedeclarahonpree&ss Without these' - '
- mitigation measures, -adverse impacts would remaln significant and unavoidable, andthus
.trlgger the requirement to-prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Pursuant to.CEQA Guidelines Section 15070 the Prqed clearly qualifies for a mmgated
deciaration rather than a simple negative declaration. And a mitigated negative
declaration, by connotation, would serve CalTrans far better by emphasizing 1o an
interested public.and permuttmg agencies CalTrans commitment to mitigate potential
' envmm'lenml tmpacts

14. Deodar Cedar Row - Potentlally Slgnlﬂmnt Cumulatlve Impact

The ISconclud%thatthe DeodarCedar Row lsoorlsndered to'be a historical reswreefor
the: purposes otCEQA" @8, P. 20).

Futthet melsmmmatﬁemomsedreMOfTSoedarteesfamesouﬁiem
 alignment.altemative will hot contribute to'a >ant.cumuilative impact - will not have -
o -nmpactsmat-areannulanvelyeonsndetable( ' pp 23and51) Wedisagree. = -

TheDeodarCedarRow:sahsstoncr&somceof tmportaneetothepeople
 ofGilroy. lndenmnmngmmmeprqectmay eﬂectonﬂ"lls._hsk?nc

--rwoureeoreormmnetoasegnuﬁcarnmulauve, i I 5 requiired to consider

local setting; inclixding the- ; imponance 5

‘s:gmﬁcznoe of an activity may varywrththe setting. [CEQA Gu:der nes Semon 150643:)1

. CEIArecauresﬂwediswssumofcwnulabvennpaciswhenMpro;ect’s mcrememal eﬂ‘ect,
the incremental contribition to cumulative impact, is. cumulatively considerable.

“Cumulative mdaabie'meammatmemememaleﬂectsofammdualprqedare '
significant ‘when viewed in.connection with the effects of past projec theeifects of other . .
'umerﬂprqects,andﬂweeﬂectsofprobab!eﬁMeprqects" :
150%(3)(3)) L _
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Mr. Jared Goldfine
January 16, 2006
Page Nine

Theeombmedlossof%ﬂowu'eesfrmmea:ﬂ bab e
represent a 35%lossofﬁ1ehistoncresoume A potential-35 % loss '
mustbeoonsideredau_, nificant cumulative impact by dny easehableamsmemmd
‘the ribution 6f each project 1o this significant pete 'wnulauvempact
ﬁkemse must be constderedwmulahveiy considerable.
The greater the anticipated future cumulative vmpact.melowermewm should be for
treating a project’s oontribuhontownulahve impacts as significant. '

We believe a fair argument can bemadethatthePro;ect’s n:n stion to cumnulative impact
is cumulatively considerable; o

(1) The Project’s: mcremental oontnbuben {loss of 15 trees) represents 38% of the identified
probable cumulative impact. This is a substantial portion of the total tmpact and represents

‘a statistically significant portion- of the impact

?) ‘Removal of Row frees wnll lnereasemefragmemanonandshonemngefme Row,

- degrading the physical "tree.row’ chiaracleristic of this historic résource by dividin 1he
rowinto smaller, isolated segments. This change will reduice the. physical intex
resoweeasadeﬁnedsmglemoﬂre&s ThePro;ec:twnHoonhbutebmsphmcaldlange

(3) Increased fragm nd-t i i ofﬁ:e“gowmﬁmea&s;ﬂ)ewnnaabﬂltydtfh;e
" remaining trees to wi all(loppﬁng duetothe reduction in physscalmtegntyo
HowThschangepbmremanngtxeesathghernskofm ,

@ ThePrqecfsoontrbubantowndaﬁve woudmatenaﬂynnpalnhestgmﬁmneeof__

~ the tree row as a historical resource. Asstat thelS areaswhereensbngtreesare
removed ... would reduce. onc’mtegntyof the Deodar Cedartree row” (p. 17); and

*Future incremental removal.of trees from the Iustonctree row oowddamage the tree row’s

- integrity, orﬁweabulﬂytoeenveydshxsbncalsugmﬁwme {p.23).

S Inmecontextddetelmm)gfmesgnmwnedtmpaastonstmcalrm aprqect
~ that substantially contributes | \kanoverallas%lossdmerwom matenally
alters in an adverse mannes: those ph : -an hisic resource that

2
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. (6) Therpct’scormbunontocwnulaWe impact cannot be mitigated'to a, less-than-

o level. The individual trees are-components of the historic resource, . and once
-remwedmewhnsMncvaluecameereplbymymsﬁeoroﬁ-sﬁempembry
__;j{'veﬁatThemdiwdua!rwneesaremstom,me-ef-&mmm e

D ‘Apm)eetwnhaneﬁectmtmaycauseaswstaMaIadversed\angemm

of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the: environment”
[CEQA Guideli nes Section 15064.5(b)] The Project will contribute to:changes that will
‘matenially impair the resource’s abifity to convey its hislorical ssgniﬁcanoe Th&sechangeswlll
«eonsl!tuteaagnmtam eifectontheenvnromnent

We believe the above oomments constitute a “fair argument” that the Project’s. swthem
alignment altemative may have a significant cumulative effect on the environment - on the
- Deodar Cedar Row historic resource. [CEQA Guidelines Secnon 15054(0(1)]

oo ThelSunpmpeﬂylgnommPrqectswnmanvelyoommrable contribution o this
potential significant cumulative impact and-places the burden-of cumulative dvelselmpact

‘entirely-on the future interchange projects: If the southem alignment of the CalT

. undertaking is selected, therelspotermalforthecny‘sprqect[metwomrseeuons]m

imuseammbuveadvaseunpaumﬂtenswncrmwoe -(IS; p. 23) This approach’

- mpropaiylgnmtheﬁqeetsmanentaloambubmmmsmmmammpad!

: Sudmanapproachrscumarytomeproperassessmemaammammpads-me
- assessment must look at the results:of the combination of the Project toge v
‘projects causing related impacts: The Project’s incremental contribistion must: -\'newedm
-combinalion with past, present and future projects. The combined impact would be:the -

: ermal'lossoMOFiowtrees(a%%lossofmlsmstoncresource)amtherjeds :

jor mthlslosswamdbewnwm repr&centmgss%dmetotalamulauve
3 .loss Substantial contribution. -

meISfa:lstosupponmeCheddnst jes _-.;.‘uonof"No lmpaet"fonhe MandatcryF‘ndi_;,
nulative impact assessmient - impact cate - XV, B.. A“Nol'-[.
ified for a:project that will physically remove 15 historic trees
- ‘arem *"-.th‘atrepresemsse%oftheetmwawelosswhen
mmumerprqeetsmngrelawdunpacts - _

Z\l
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ive declaration of mit tednegamdedaranonlfdmngmenegame o
evndeme ; pr&ser?gdmatmemqem nay: veasugvﬁwnteﬂ‘eetonme )
which cannot be mitigated of avoide jmeleadagencymustprepareanElﬂ

- cutmnahve lmpact. an’ EIR wﬂl be reqwred Also, a Stawmem of Ovemding Comdera‘bons
will mgd 1o be adopted when the Projectis. approvw to address the significantand
inavoidable cumulative impact 1o the historic Deodar Cedar Row. In our opinion; it would
bedifﬁemm justity such a Statementoonsudemgthefe is a:viable northem alignment:
altematwemm less-adverse environmental effect.

- Invour op;mon. the Proposed. Negatnve Declaration-and Initial Study would not smnve
judicial revsewrtusedtosupportthe selechonofthesouthemahgnmentalternatwe -

_leeallconoemed members ofthepubllc Sou!h Valley StreamsForTomorrow refies on
G@HrmfammmemmmdmwmmanmteMmeamngMammm
of the Project’s likely impacts and identification of effective mitigation measures: Forthe
reasensstated inthis leﬂerotcomment,webeﬁevethelmﬁal Study and Prop
Negative:Declaration are flawed. Therejore, weirecommend against adoption
umlmeconeemsandrecommendam reser 'mthsleﬁercfcommenthavebeenﬁ:ﬂy
'marevusedenwromnentaldeamaﬁandlmbalSﬂ:dy

hank yois for the opportunityto comment: on'the subject 1S and PND. if you: have

uestions about our comments and recommendations, ‘please contact me at the' Ietterhead '

- ‘address, by-telephone at (408) 683-4330 (vo;ce and fax) orby: e-ma:l at: L
streams42mormw@earmlm

When avallable please: sendusa copy of the ckaﬁ ﬁnal enwomnenta! document and lnmal

Study. sopleaseprowdeusﬂmelymbwdanypubﬁcmeebngsorheanngsonm

Pk _l-usaotmeNoboeofDebrmmahencmamentmmmeﬁbngofmeNohee
..imthmeCountyCIen(ofSamaClaraCmmty. | | W
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Response to comment #7:

7A: A Biological Assessment has been prepared for the proposed project that does
identify and address steelhead critical habitat within the project area. The biology section
of this document (Section 2.5) has been modified to reflect this.

7B: Temporary impacts to steelhead critical habitat will result from construction of the
cofferdam and water diversion channel. Avoidance and minimization measures will be
implemented to ensure the least possible impact to steethead and steelhead critical
habitat. Since no permanent structures will be installed in the active channel, no
permanent impacts to steelhead critical habitat will result from the proposed project. This
issue i1s more fully discussed in Section 2.5 of this document and in the biological
assessment.

7C: Additional information about the cofferdam has been included in the project
description (Section 1.1.3)

7D: Environmentally sensitive area (ESA) fencing will be installed and maintained as
required by regulatory authonities. In the case of the diversion channel, ESA fencing will
be installed along the length of the U-channel’s K-rail to prevent construction personnel
and equipment from entering the active channel.

7E: The Department concurs that the proposed project is likely to adversely affect
steethead during the construction phase and that an incidental loss or take may result.
Compliance with U.S Fish and Wildlife Service and State Department of Fish and Game
permit requirements is considered adequate to assure that the best practices are used to
minimize adverse impacts.

7F: The U-channel and cofferdam will be designed to ensure unrestricted fish passage.
Protective measures such as placement of cobble sized stones within the U-channel may
be included if required or authorized by the National Marine Fisheries Service, the State
Department of Fish and Game or other regulatory bodies. Additional information about
the cofferdam has been included in the project description (Section 1.1.3)

7G: The Monterey roach (Lavinia symmetricus) has been added to the list of special-
status species with potential habitat in the project area (Figure. 10). The proposed project
will temporarily impabt monterey roach riverine habitat by the construction of a
cofferdam and diversion channel, which will temporarily disturb approximately 975 m’
of riverine habitat during the first year of construction and 860 m” during the second year
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of construction. There will be no proposed project will not result in permanent impacts to
the monterey roach.

The following avoidance and minimization measures incorporated into the project will
reduce impacts on the monterey roach to insignificant levels:

e Minimize the size construction area.
e Use ESA fencing to delineate approved work areas.
" e Limit construction and demolition activities to between June 15 and October 15.
e Use best management practices to assure that project activities do not adversely
impact adjacent natural resources.

7H: Caltrans agrees that dewatering of bridge pile excavations may be required. In this
event, compliance with standard construction management practices will assure that
associated water quality impacts are less than significant. Caltrans construction practices
in this area are governed by National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit number 99-08-DWQ, CAS000002, which requires preparation of a plan to reduce
discharge of pollutants from the project site during construction. NPDES permitting
requirements allow discharges consisting solely of storm water or minor discharges of
non-storm water containing sediment as the only pollutant to flow back into the stream.
The definition of a minor discharge within the jurisdiction of the Central Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB Region 3), where this project is located, is less
than 0.25 million gallons per day and 4 months duration. A major discharge of non-
storm water or storm water, or non-storm water discharges containing pollutants other
than sediment, requires a site-specific dewatering permit from RWQCB Region 3.

71: There are no U.S. Army Corps of Engineer wetlands in the biological study area.
Impacts to waters of the U.S. are temporary and result from the construction of the water
diversion channel and cofferdams. These impacts will be mitigated on-site fol lowing
construction. Impacts to California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) waters are
also temporary and will be mitigated on-site following construction. Both regulatory
bodies through the normal permitting process will approve mitigation measures. This
issue is more fully discussed in Section 2.5 of this document and in the biological
assessment.

_73: The proposed project will impact a total of 63 Valley Oak and Coast Live Oak trees.
A total of 53 of these trees occur within the coastal oak woodland habitat north of SR 152
and west of Burchell Road, three within Urban habitat of the project area, and seven
within the riparian habitat of the project'area. All trees greater than 6 inches in diameter
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at breast height (DBH) will be mitigated at either a 1:1 ratio or 5:1 ratio. Large Oak trees
that provide greater habitat values, as determined by the Califormia Department of Fish
and Game, will be replaced at a 5:1 ratio.

7K: This project will be built using the standard Caltrans construction process, which
includes compliance with environmental protection permit requirements in the areas of
biology hydrology and water quality. Because Caltrans complies with these requirements
as a matter of procedure, they are not considered mitigation measures. Therefore a
checklist rating of "less than significant” is justified. With respect to Aesthetics, the
checklist ranking for scenic resources impacts has been changed from "no impact” to
"less than significant impact”. This change takes note of the fact that this environmental
determination applies only to the northern alignment, which does not impact the Deodar
Cedar tree row.

7L: The question of whether the appropriate environmental document is a negative
declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or EIR relates entirely to visual and cultural
impacts associated with southern alignment option. This alternative has been dropped in
favor of the northem alignment option, which clearly warrants a negative declaration as
further explained below. If the southern alignment option is reconsidered in the future,
the Department will consider cumulative impacts on the tree row from not only this
project but also local subdivisions proposed to the east, and prepare the appropriate
environmental document. With respect to the northern alignment, a negative declaration
rather than a mitigated negative declaration is considered appropriate for two reasons.
First the new bridge will continue the existing public use in a way that is less disruptive
to the natural environment. Except for aesthetics and cultural resources, where opinions
may differ, there is no question that new facility will be environmentally superior to the
existing one. The number of obstructions in the waterway will be reduced from three to
one, for example. The second reason is that the Department's standard construction
practices, without modification, will be adequate to assure that there will be no
significant construction related environmental impacts. This process includes obtaining
the permits and approvals listed in Figure 4. The project is not technically complex and
does not pose any unique design or environmental challenges. Therefore, although exact
conditions and specific permit requirements have not yet been determined, there is every -
reason to expect that standard procedures and practices will be adequate to deal with all
foreseeable contingencies.
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7M: The Department agrees that there would be a cumulative adverse and potentially
significant impact on the tree row if the southern alignment were selected and local
development plans which also impact the tree row are implemented. This situation will
not arise however because the Department has decided to pursue the northern alignment
option, which will not adversely impact historic properties alone or cumulatively.

Comment #8:

g

Anthartred .. _smEw

Response to comment #8: This is one of 16 expressions of support for the northern
alignment option (Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.

Comment #9:
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Response to comment #9: This is one of 16 expressions of support for the northern
alignment option (Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.

Comment #10:
l -
na
Asdros
Aotimeired Regrossatay-
—_—

a1 Lasm

-_ g8 _

Response to comment #10: This is one of 16 expressions of support for the northern
alignment option (Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.

Comment #11:
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Response to comment #11: This is one of 16 expressions of support for the northern
alignment option (Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.

Comment #12:

A —_—
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Response to comment #12:

12A: The Hecker Pass specific plan does not show the Class I trail extending beyond the
intersection of SR 152 with Burchel Road. Although not included in the current design,
constructing a new bridge would not preclude extending the Class I trail in the future.

12B: Plans do not currently call for designation of a Class II bike trail along SR 152.
Planned shoulder widths permit doing so in the future however. At an average of 2.4m,
the new bridge shoulder is wider than that of the existing bridge (2.0 m). It is also more

than twice the minimum width prescribed for bike lanes in the Highway Design Manual
(1.2 m).

12C: Consideration of additional project features, such as lighting, striping and soft
median barriers is beyond the scope of this project.

12D: See response to comment 12 C.

Comment #13:

.........
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Response to comment #13: These are two of 16 expressions of support for the northern
alignment option (Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.

Comment #14:
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Response to comment #14: This is one of 16 expressions of support for the northern
alignment option (Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section [.1.

Comment #15: Puente:
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Response to comment #15:

This is one of 16 expressions of support for the northern alignment option (Alternative A)
noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.

Comment #16:
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Response to comment #16: A copy of the report was mailed to Mr. Richards.

Comment #17:
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Response to comment #17: This is one of 16 expressions of suﬁport for the northern
alignment option (Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.

Comment #18:
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Response to comment #18: This is one of 16 expressions of support for the northern
alignment option (Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.

Comment #19: The following is text of an email received January 18, 2006 from

Stephen L. McHenry Carolyn A. Straub from San Jose, CA.
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“We are submitting our comment before the deadline of Jan. 23, 2006, when Gilroy City
Council is set to take a formal position on a plan that includes removing many historic
cedar trees along Highway 152 in Gilroy.

The Council has proposed a terrible idea - perhaps the removal of more than 30 cedars to
improve "a line of sight for motorists." This idea will tie up Highway 152 for oncoming
traffic, cause mayhem in driving lanes while the construction and removal is taking place,
spoil quiet Sunday drives, and ruin the entry to a scenic Highway 152 while it is being
implemented.

Please find a more moderate alternative to this plan.

We are in support of an editorial written by Connie Rogers, of Save Open Space Gilroy,
published Sunday, Jan. 15, 2006, in The Pinnacle, Hollister, CA. Here is a link, if you
have not yet seen it: http://www.pinnaclenews.com/views.php.

We are Santa Clara County residents in south San Jose, about 10-25 miles from these
trees near Bonfante Gardens. We join those who are alarmed at the cedar's proposed
removal along Highway 152, and the general rapid development of Gilroy, CA. In regard
to the proposed removal of many of these cedars that are located between Santa Theresa
Boulevard in Gilroy and Bonfante Garden, we ask you to prevent the Hecker Pass
Specific Plan that calls for two roads serving the project to intersect Highway 152 at the
expense of removing possibly 30 historic cedars or even more.

Development unregulated is not an answer to what makes Highway 152 through the
Hecker Pass a scenic and worthwhile highway.

We ask you to pass a plan that will save as many trees - the cedars - as will retain
Highway 152's original character, important to retaining California as it once was - the
Santa Clara Valley.

What may not be understood is the value of these trees, their value, for instance, in the
intense summer heat. How do we repay nature by tearing what is worthwhile? Money
with development on such a scale could not possibly replace the value of clean air, clean
water, and the health from a view of trees and forests. '

If these cedars are deemed eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, then do
s0, as many cedars as can be deemed with care.”

Response to comment #19: This is one of 16 expressions of support for the northern
alignment option (Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.

Comment #20: The following is an account of a January 24 phone call from Dean Moon
(408-848-5242) received by Project Manager Jean Higaki.
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Mr. Moon owns 85 acres of property near the project site.

He is in favor of removing the Historic Trees and thinks they are a hazard.

He claims that many people have had fatal accidents running into the trees and that bikes

_and cars hitting them also damage the trees.

He claims that Caltrans prunes the side facing the roadway but that no one prunes the
other side of the trees facing away from the roadway. -

He says he would not mind replanting trees a further distance from the traveled way.

Response to comment #20: This is one of two expressions of opposition to the northem
alignment option (Alternative A) noted in Appendix B Section 1.1.
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